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MEMORANDUM

TO: PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION

FM: CHAPIN SPENCER, DIRECTOR

DATE: APRIL 10, 2014

RE: PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION MEETING

Enclosed is the following information for the meeting on April 16, 2014 at 6:30 PM at 645
Pine St, Main Conference Room.

Agenda

Consent Agenda

237 North Ave/Packard Lofts
FY15 Parking Rates Discussion
Minutes of 3/19/14

arwbPE

Non-Discrimination

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or
religious affiliation, race, color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender
identity, marital status, veteran status, disability, HIV positive status or genetic information. The City is also
committed to providing proper access to services, facilities, and employment opportunities. For
accessibility information or alternative formats, please contact Human Resources Department at 865-7145.



http://www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw

\‘“\JNGTON, v CITY OF BURLINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

645 Pine Street, Suite A
Post Office Box 849
b(' $9 Burlington, VT 05402-0849
802.863.9094 VOICE
8Ljc wo® 802.863.0466 FAX

802.863.0450 TTY
www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw

Chapin Spencer
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS

MEMORANDUM

To: Amy Bovee, Clerks Office

From:  Chapin Spencer, Director

Date: April 10, 2014

Re: Public Works Commission Agenda

Please find information below regarding the next Commission Meeting.

Date:  April 16, 2014
Time: 6:30—-9:00 p.m.
Place: 645 Pine Street — Main Conference Room

AGENDA
ITEM

1 Agenda
2 smn Public Forum

3 swmin Consent Agenda
3.10 Mill Street Resident Parking
3.20 Henry Street Parking Request
3.30 Bright Street Parking Request
3.40 Colchester Avenue at University Place Parking Request
3.50 Flynn Avenue Sidewalk

4 2omn 237 North Avenue/Packard Lofts
4.10 Communication, J. Fleming
4.20 Discussion
4.30 Decision

Non-Discrimination

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious
affiliation, race, color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital
status, veteran status, disability, HIV positive status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing
proper access to services, facilities, and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative
formats, please contact Human Resources Department at 865-7145.
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5 30Min

6 30Min

10

FY15 Parking Rates Discussion

5.10 Communication, P. Buteau

5.20 Discussion

Sidewalk Capital Funding Discussion

6.10 Oral Communication/Presentation, N. Losch
6.20 Discussion

Minutes of 3-19-14

Director’s Report

Commissioner Communications

Adjournment & Next Meeting Date — 5-21-14
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To:  DPW Commissioners

Fr: Chapin Spencer, Director
Re:  Director’s Report

Date: April 9,2014

THANK YOU ERIN!

After seven years, Engineer-in-Training Erin Demers has decided to leave DPW as of April 10"
to spend more time with her family. Erin has led our Street and Sidewalk Capital program for
years and has been project manager for many important and complex projects that have changed
our City for the better (St. Paul Street, Lower Church Street, and many others). Most recently
she has invested countless hours in advancing the Waterfront Access North project. In addition
to all of her hard work, her infectious energy, fabulous Halloween costumes and impromptu staff
workouts would get staff laughing during even the most stressful times. Please join me and other
staff at Erin’s Goodbye Party — Thursday, April 17" at Three Needs.

AGENDA ITEMS & ASSOCIATED GOALS AND OBJECTIVES:
At the last Commission meeting, it was suggested that we connect each agenda item back to the
goals and objectives that were recently approved.

* 237 North Avenue -- consistent with Goal #1 Operational Excellence. The Commission
is responsible for regulating use in the public right-of-way and we are bringing a proposal
forward that balances the City’s multiple priorities for this corridor.

* Traffic Fund -- consistent with Goal #1 Operational Excellence / Objective 1-C Develop
sustainable capital plans as well as Goal #3 Culture of Innovation / Objective 3-A Partner
with staff to vet new ways of delivering our services.

* Sidewalk Funding — consistent with Goal #1 Operational Excellence / Objective 1-C
Develop sustainable capital plans as well as Goal #3 Culture of Innovation / Objective 3-
A Partner with staff to vet new ways of delivering our services.

TRAFFIC FUND & PARKING RATES:

April Meeting Objective: Educate Commission on financial position of the Traffic Fund and
prepare the Commission to vote on authorizing steps (including rate increases) to restore the
health of the Traffic Fund at an upcoming meeting.

Non-Discrimination

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious
affiliation, race, color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital
status, veteran status, disability, HIV positive status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing
proper access to services, facilities, and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative
formats, please contact Human Resources Department at 865-7145.
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Background: The Traffic Fund is a ‘Special Revenue Fund’ within the City of Burlington.
Special Revenue Funds are:

* Established for programs that are separate and distinct from the General Fund
* Typically wholly self-sufficient relative to operating expenses based on special revenues
dedicated to the purpose of the specific fund

Revenue: The Traffic Fund gets its ~$4M / year revenue from:
*  On-street metered parking
* Off-street parking in garages and lots
*  Monthly parking leases
* Meter hoods for adjacent construction activity

Expenses: In turn, the Traffic Fund supports:
* The operation and maintenance of the City’s on-street and off-street parking facilities
* The operation of the school crossing guard program
* The operation and maintenance of traffic signals, signs and pavement markings

Current Position: By the end of FY’14, the Traffic Fund will:
* Be virtually out of cash without any reserve funds
* Have arecently completed garage assessment likely calling for millions of dollars in
needed capital improvements to our aging garages

* Without any rate or operations changes for FY’15, the Traffic Fund would have a deficit
of at least $250,000

Options to Strengthen Traffic Fund: Steps could include:

1. Increasing parking rates (whether on-street, off-street, leases, meter hoods, fines, etc.) —
there haven’t been increases since 2009

2. Implementing short-term operational improvements with relatively quick returns on
investment (adding automated lane to Marketplace garage, adding meters in the
remaining gaps downtown, etc.)

3. Exploring whether School Dept. would manage/fund crossing guard program

4. Exploring whether the City, and Police Dept. in particular, would agree to having DPW
coordinate enforcement and keep ticket revenue

5. Exploring a variety of innovations in parking management (will be evaluated through the
Downtown Parking Initiative’s pilot projects and parking study -- all due to be completed
by the end of 2014)

Proposed Approach:
* To begin to return the Traffic Fund to health in FY 15, DPW staff will be focused on #1
and #2 as the other two will take longer and will not offer short-term relief.
e Staff plans to bring proposed rate increases to Commission for approval by June.

e Staff will continue to work with the consultants leading the Downtown Parking Study
and the Parking Management in Residential Areas Study to look for ways to improve
customer service and improve the sustainability of our facilities.




We will provide you a list of potential strategies to increase revenues. Assistant Director Pat
Buteau and I will be at the Commission to answer any questions on this agenda item.

PARKLET PILOT - DELAYED UNTIL 2015

Staff is recommends delaying the implementation of the ‘parklet’ pilot project until 2015. After
the Commission’s preliminary approval to proceed with fleshing out the pilot project at its March
meeting, subsequent meetings and conversations led us to delaying the implementation of the
pilot until 2015.

The Downtown Parking Initiative Advisory Committee felt that the parklet pilot would be seen
as one of their projects and it wasn’t the first project that they wanted to introduce to the public.
The police sought more information on locations and how anti-social behavior could be managed
in these public spaces. In addition, we will be short one employee in Plangineering this spring
due to Erin’s departure. With all this, and the already tight timeline, staff felt it was best to slow
down the implementation and to bring it back for 2015.

FY’14 FINANCIALS ON BUDGET OVERALL

Despite a challenging winter season, the Department overall should end the year on or better than
budget. A large reason for this success is the high demand for, and solid delivery by, the
Inspection Services Division. Thank you to everyone in Inspection Services (Ned, John and
Shelley) and Customer Service (Val, Helen and Holly) who has been responded to the high level
of permit applications by going over and above to deliver quality, dependable services. If
current trends continue, permit revenue could exceed budget by nearly $500,000.

QUICK BITS:

* Clean Sweep this spring will take place between April 30th and May 9th. Ads are in the
North Avenue News. Road signs will go up in a week. The parking ban lights will go on
later this month.

* The Downtown Parking Advisory Committee has selected a consultant team to
coordinate the Downtown Parking & Travel Study. The winning proposal was submitted
by Desman Associates and Stantec. The final scope of work is currently being
negotiated.

*  Wastewater received four consultant proposals from our RFP seeking to evaluate
upgrades to our dewatering equipment at the main wastewater plant on the waterfront.
The proposals are currently being reviewed.

* The new Building Inspector Bradley Biggie started in early April and is assisting Ned
Holt and the rest of the Inspection Services team. He is the fourth member of the
Inspection Services Division.

* The first statewide Bike / Pedestrian Summit took place on March 29" in Burlington
was a big success. Over 250 attendees participated. You can watch the keynote speaker
Caroline Sampanaro from Transportation Alternatives here: https://www.cctv.org/watch-
tv/programs/2014-walkbike-summit

* Thanks to the Right-Of-Way crew for a tremendous job during the challenging winter of




2013 /2014. The early ice and the cold temperatures made our snow fighting efforts very
difficult this year. We received many compliments for our work including a lengthy
letter of appreciation from Ward 6 City Councilor Norm Blais.

* Draft final plans for the $8M Waterfront Access North project have been submitted to
VTrans for review. The project, north of Waterfront Park, includes a new skatepark and
rink, expanded parking, a reconstructed bike path as well as lighting, landscaping, and
utility upgrades. These base investments will support the future private investments to
the northern waterfront (LC Community Sailing Center, New Moran and a private
marina). The plan is to have this project in the ground this year and completed in 2015.

* The Commission-approved mission, goals and objectives from the last meeting are
attached in final form.

NEXT REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING: Wednesday, May 21*, 6:30pm.



MEMORANDUM

March 12, 2014
TO: Public Works Commission
FROM: Joel Fleming

RE: Mill Street resident parking request

Background:

Staff received a petition from the residents of Mill Street asking to make the street from
Colchester Avenue to its end resident parking only. The residents are in consensus, all asking for
24 hour a day resident parking all week long. Mill Street is a low volume, low speed street and
has a mix of residential and commercial uses. Mill Street is a dead end street making it eligible
for resident parking.

Observations:

Staff conducted a resident parking license plate survey of Mill Street. The purpose of this
count is to figure out who is parking on the street and when. To do this staff did a count at 7:00
am, 11:00 am and 5:00 pm for a total of 5 different days. There are a total of 10 parking spaces
on the south side and 11 parking spaces on the north side of Mill Street. On the south side of
Mill Street there are three multi-family homes, two of these properties do not have dedicated off-
street parking available to them. These residents have to use the on-street parking that is
available. There are no residential or commercial properties on the north side of Mill Street.

During the 5 days of counts the spaces were 70% full; on average there were 6 available
parking spaces on the street during the counts. It is staff’s interpretation that 44% of the vehicles
parked on Mill Street during the 5 days of counts were commuters or at least only parking on the
street for short periods of time. This often can be a problem for residents who come home from
work and have to park further away from their house pushing a parking problem onto another
street.

Conclusions:

K8 44



Mill Street is a dead end street, making it eligible for resident only parking. The residents
of the street typically had open parking spaces available to them no matter what time of the day.
Restricting the street to residential use only would have a negative effect on the commercial uses
on the street. This would also have a negative effect on residents who would be burdened by the
permitting process as well as having to provide their visitors with guest passes.

Recommendations:

Staff recommends that the commission deny the petitioners request for a resident only
parking restriction on Mill Street.
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CITY OF BURLINGTON

SERVICE REQUEST

Name and Request Date: 12/20/2013

Address Name: Gregg Blasdel 11:05 AM
Due Date: 1/24/2014

Address: 5 Mill Sstreet
Phone Number: 860-7586 Email Address:

Request Location: Colchester Avenue/Mill Sstreet
Request Description: Brought in a Neighborhood Traffic Management
Request on 12/19/13 for residential parking for Mill Street, issues with
Dominos Pizza

Assign History Date Assigned To Description
12/20/2013 11:05:28 AM Joel Fleming Request Assigned

Work History

Customer Service Status: New
Request created by: Holly Lane

-

Print Date: 1/2/2014 2:09:21 PM
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CITY OF BURLINGTON — DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Neighborhood Traffic

Management Regtrest '[-°
Oug, e > bATE/2/d /2 DEC 19 20

In accordance with Burlington Public Works Commission policies on neighborhood tﬁ“ w PUBLIC
traffic calming this petition must be retumed to the Department of Public Works 90 days from th S

date.

geRLINe?

N,y

Petiiion Contact

LS/

First Name S Zoerssr 757 LastName BZASDEZ—

Street Address

o-mall addméwdd&e@fma@mf\

Location of Request Vin, || Stveedt Bufln’w;-hm..l VT

Please describe the esi e
circumstances

prompting this
petition

In accordance with Burlington Public Works Commission policies on neighborhood traffic
management and traffic caiming this Is a petition to pursue the concems described above.
investigation by city traffic engineering staff has determined that conditions in the questioned area
meet all accepted standards and warrants as to roadway design and safety and that any action
would be considered an enhancement to the current situation.

Ali of the households, both rentai and owner occupled, on the affected streets (as determined by
city traffic engineering staff), Including comer households that intersect affected streets must be
informed of these activities. Approvai of at ieast 30% of these households is necessary to
continue the development of an understanding of the need and purpose of further action. Your
signature on this petition conveys this approval.

Only one signature Is permitted per household. Attach additional sheets as necessary.

NAME ADDRESS APT# PHONE# E-MAIL ADDRESS

570 TETE L

4 e - GI}fca"\
A g o)
AR ® - \y mi\ s+ sl
e d— I omlbi St _pslel  BGH-[943 '|b%@ rg@;cm
U elvana Mearixsen —wne L Colch e Gler Ave Aot ] SSUD 802 S22 BYTH o d’k ol,(’m
b il O rial - Cort

= - & = 2 o Erle o 2] 1 i - 1-1 abl- ?ﬁ‘ &L .
- : ng VT 65%01 gl 03-49G -G7¢ adRarec@qmel|.con

Dub"w Levae b W A P BOoA~F 6o~ l‘%dﬂbvﬁtm.m
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CITY OF BURLINGTON —~ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Neighborhood Traffic
Management Request

DATE _/_/

NAME ADDRESS APT# PHONE# E-MAIL ADDRESS
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We are requesting your consideration for a change to the parking regulations on Mill
Street in Burlington. We are seeking a change from the current unrestricted parking to
parking that would only accommodate parking for residents who actually reside on the
street. We would also like to have parking consideration for visitors and guest. Mill
Street is a dead-end, one block long street and there are four residential houses on the
block. Among the four houses there are 10 individual living units and 2 business units.
The current parking is for public parking but there is no signage to indicate time of day
and length of stay.

Since Mill street is the last street in Burlington before crossing the Winooski bridge one
of our primary issues is residents and individuals working in Winooski who park on Mill
Street. Winooski only has two hour parking on the street and Mill Street is unrestricted
parking. They walk from the Burlington side of the river either to their residence or their
workplace. The problem is exacerbated by the winter parking ban in Winooski. There
are others who also use Mill Street as a parking area. There are cars from the Chase
Mill and some students who occasionally park and either walks to UVM or more
frequently CCV in Winooski. The Chase Mill parking would seem to be adequate if they
controlled the ‘Winooski walkers’ who often park in their lots. Many of the nonresidents
also use the street for overnight parking.

A more recent parking development is a construction company that parks one to two

trucks on the street overnight and often leaves one vehicle for up to 3 days at a time.
We have also had nonresident cars that are left on the street for an entire week. The
street has at times become a temporary storage area for vehicles since there are not

visible signs or regulations restricting this kind of use.

With such a limited parking area for the permanent residents of Mill Street it takes only
a small number of non-resident parkers to make parking difficult.

Thank you for your consideration.

el and the residepts of Mill Street

Gregg Blasdel
5 Mil Street
Burlington, VT. 05401
802-860-7586
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MEMORANDUM

March 24, 2014
TO: Public Works Commission
FROM: Joel Fleming
RE: Henry Street Parking Request

Background:

Staff received a request from the owner of the Henry Street Deli for more short term
parking in front of the deli. Henry Street is a low volume, low speed residential neighborhood.
The top block of Henry Street, from Weston Street to North Prospect Street has a residential
parking restriction, Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 6:00 pm. The lower block of Henry
Street, from North Willard Street to Weston Street, has unrestricted parking and is open to the
public at all hours.

Observations:

Staff has conducted two separate public meetings with the Henry Street neighborhood
and Henry Street Deli owners. In the first of the two meetings staff listened to the neighborhood
and the Deli about what the parking issues were around the deli and the rest of the street. The
neighbors are concerned about the amount of illegal parking that is happening on Henry Street
around the deli. They are also concerned about the truck deliveries to the Deli blocking one or
both of the lanes because of the lack of a loading zone for the street. The Deli was in agreement
with what the neighborhood said and wanted to do whatever they could to alleviate the parking
issues. At the end of the first meeting the neighborhood agreed on a couple different options
going forward and staff scheduled a second public meeting so staff could present the updated
options to the neighborhood.

At the second public meeting staff met with the neighbors and the Deli owners. Both the
neighborhood and the deli agreed on a single option to move forward with. This plan has bump-
outs on the corners of North Willard Street and Henry Street and Weston Street and Henry
Street. The bump-outs would allow for two new parking spaces, one at each corner adjacent to
the bump-out. To alleviate the truck unloading issues the neighborhood agreed on a single truck
loading zone and three 15 minute spaces to be installed on the south side of Henry Street (please

A8 g4 :



see attached plan). Staff has sent out the final plan to the neighborhood via an email list that was
provided by the neighborhood.

Conclusions:

After two public meetings with the Henry Street neighborhood and the owners of Henry
Street Deli a clear solution was agreed on. Installing three 15 minute spaces and a Vehicle
Loading Zone will give the business both short term parking for their customers as well as a
loading zone to get their delivery trucks out of the travel lane. The neighborhood and the Deli
agreed on time limits for the 15 minute spaces from 8:00 am to 6:00 pm as well as a time limit
for the loading zone from 7:00 am to 12:00 pm. After 12:00 pm the loading zone will turn into
15 minute parking spaces from 12:00 pm to 6:00 pm. This provides the business short term
parking for their customers during the day and unrestricted parking for the neighborhood after
6:00 pm.

Recommendations:
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt:
e Three 15 minute parking spaces, Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 6:00 pm labeled
(1)5n]2, 15 minute parking space, Monday through Friday, 12:00 pm to 6:00pm labeled 15P.

One 35 foot Truck Loading Zone, Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 12:00 pm Labeled
\Y%
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QRLINGTON, |, CiTY OF BURLINGTON
< DEPARTMENT OF PUuBLIC WORKS

OFFICE OF PLANGINEERING

9 645 PINE STREET, SUITE A

UBLlc wo“\‘ BURLINGTON, VT 05402
802.863.9094 P

WWW.DPW.CI.BURLINGTON.VT.US

JOoEL FLEMING, E.I.T.

PuBLIC WORKS ENGINEER
e e e T T L s e e e e e T e T ey

January 6, 2014

Dear Henry Street Residents:

The Department of Public Works received a request to install additional 15 minute parking
spaces on the south side of Henry Street in front of the Henry Street Deli. Staff has examined
the request and acknowledges the need for additional short term parking this neighborhood.
These additional spaces should alleviate the illegal parking that has been happening around the
Deli. Staff would like to get feedback from you regarding this removal of parking. | would
appreciate your feedback by Friday January 24th, 2014. Please contact me at 865-5832 or
jfleming@burlingtonvt.gov.

Thanks for your time,

Joel Fleming, EIT
Department of Public Works

(802) 865-5832
jfleming@ burlingtonvt.gov
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B Henry Street Deli Parking lssue;

February 20, 2014 (@ 6:00 pm
645 Pinc Street (DPW)

¢ Review the current issues with parking on lower Henry Street surrounding Henry
Street Deli

¢ Determine some potential solutions to these issues and the next steps to keep this

request moving forward

e Discuss the potential decision-making process(es) and schedule

Can'’t attend or have
questions?

Contact:

Joel Fleming,

865-5832 or
Jileming@burlingtonvt.gov

DOFFICE OF PLANGINEERING // 645 PINE STREET, SUITE A // BURLINGTON, VT 05402
802.863.9094 P // 802.863.0466 F // 802.863.0450 TTY
WWW. DPW.CILBURLINGTON.VT.US
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CITY OF BURLINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

645 Pine Street

Post Office Box 849

Burlington, Vermont 05402-0849
802.863.9094 VOX
802.863.0466 FAX
802.863.0450 TTY

TITLE: Henry Street Parking Issues
WHEN: February 20, 2014, 6:00 pm
LOCATION: Department of Public Works

Norman Baldwin
City Engineer

Joel Fleming
Engineer Technician

Agenda

Summary: In this meeting we will discuss the issues identified and some solutions for the
neighborhood to consider improving traffic safety.

1. 25 min Summary of Issues presented to DPW
2. 20 min Explore Possible Solutions with the neighborhood
3. 10 min Summarize our discussion
4. 5min Next Steps
Contact:
Norman Baldwin 863-9094

Joel Fleming

865-5832

23



Henry Street Deli parking 2/20/2014
Print Name Street Address Phone Number Email
Dane Countois 92.5 North Street 802 500 9224
Judy Rosenstreich 30 Henry Street 802 760 9225
Candace Page 26 Henry Street 802 864 1755
Caryn Long 55 Henry Street 802 863 2056 caryn.long2 @myfairpoint.net

Matt Moore 82 Henry Street 802 864 0069

Hamilton Davis 26 Henry Street 802 864 1755 hedavis@gmaiol.com

Selene Colburn

49 Latham Court

802233 1358

selene.colburn@gmail.com

24
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Henry Street Deli Parking Meeting #;

March 20, 2014 (@ 6:00 pm
645 pine Street (DPW)

e Review Existing Conditions and two proposed options

Can’t attend or have
questions?

Contact:

Joel Fleming,

865-5832 or
jifleming@burlingtonvt.gov

Discuss the two proposed options and get feedback from the neighborhood.

Discuss the potential decisionmaking process(es) and schedule

INGTO
OFFICE OF PLANGINEERING // 645 PINE STREET, SUITE A // BURLINGTON, VT 05402
802.863.9094 P // BO2.863.0466 F // 802.863.0450 TTY
St WWW. DPEW,.CI.BURLINGTON.VT.US

5 o
Vs)c woRY
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Henry Street Deli parking

3/20/2014

Print Name Street Address Phone Number Email

Scott Richards 96 Henry Street 802 373 2780 scott.richards@hotmail.com
Judy Rosenstreich 30 Henry Street 802 760 9225 judyrosenstreich@gmail.com

Dane Contois 92 North Street 502 560 9224 peacebeme@gmail.com
Jesse Robbins 23 Weston Street 802 2307351 irobbins@fffinc.com

Caryn Long 55 Henry Street 802 863 2056 Caryn.Long2@myfairpoint.net
Micheal Long 55 henry Street 802 863 2056 Caryn.Long2@myfaripoint.net

26
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MEMORANDUM

March 27, 2014

TO: Public Works Commission
FROM: Joel Fleming

RE: Bright Street Parking Request

Background:

Staff received a request from the owner of Bannister Custom Exteriors on Bright Street in
the old north end. The petitioner has requested that DPW remove a parking space on the east
side of Bright Street across the street from the entrance to his garage. The petitioner said that it
is difficult to back onto Bright Street when a car is parked directly across from the entrance
because Bright Street is narrow. Bright Street is a low volume residential street off on Archibald
Street just west of North Winooski Avenue in the old north end. Currently there is parking on
the east side of Bright Street only.

Observations:

Bright Street is 26 feet wide with parking on the east side of the street. Currently there is
an 8 foot wide parking lane and two 9 foot wide travel lanes. Bannister Custom Exteriors sits
about 8 feet off of the curb and when a vehicle is parked across from the entrance of the garage
trucks are forced to do multiple point turns to get in and out of the garage. The petitioner said
that he as many close calls and feels that it is only a matter of time before a parked car is hit.
This parking space has given the owners of 24 and 26 Bright Street issues as well. When cars try
to double park one or both end up partially blocking their driveways.

There is currently one parking space between the driveways of 24 and 26 Bright Street.

This space is directly across from the entrance to Bannister Custom Exteriors. Bright Street has
a mix of single and multiple family homes that all have off-street parking available to them.
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Conclusion:

Bright Street is a narrow street with parking on the east side only. Removing this single
space would give this business owner enough space to access his garage without having to worry
about hitting a parked car. Removing this parking space will also benefit the residents of 24 and
26 Bright Street because they will not have to worry about vehicles partially blocking their
driveways.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the commission adopt a parking restriction on the east side of
Bright Street between the driveways of 24 and 26 Bright Street.
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Name and | Request Date:
Address : 03/05/2014
Name: Kevin Bannister 11:.00 AM
Due Date:
4/4/2014
Address: 21 Bright Street
Phone Number: 862-7850 Email Address:
Request Location: 24 Bright St
Request Description: Customer came to front desk at DPW
with letter and photos (see attached), requesting that the
public parking space in front of 24 Bright Street, across
from his business, be eliminated.
Assign History Date Assigned To  Description

3/5/2014 11:00:30 AM Joel Fleming Request Assigned

Work History

Customer Service Status: New
Request created by: Helen Plumley

Print Date: 3/5/2014 11:02:35 AM

http://rfs.burlingtonvt.gov/PrintRequest.aspx7r=363 3/5/2014
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BANNISTER

CUSTOM EXTERIORS

21 Bright Street
Burlington, VT 05401
(802) 862-7850 * (802) 651-0701

/o

February 27, 2014

Burlington Public Works Department M

645 Pine Street AR 0 J 20”’
Burlington, VT 05401 BURLINGTON p

To Whom it May Concern:

| am writing this letter to respectfully request that the public parking space that is currently in front of
24 Bright Street be eliminated. | own Bannister Custom Exteriors located at 21 Bright Street and feel
that this parking space is not safe for my vehicles entering and exiting our overhead doors at our facility,
as well as the personal vehicle that parks in that space. |am afraid either damage to my company
vehicles or to the car parked in this particular parking space may occur. | am enclosing pictures for your

review.
I look forward to your response in this matter.

Thank you,

Kevin Bannister
President
Bannister Custom Exteriors
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MEMORANDUM

March 27, 2014
TO: Public Works Commission
FROM: Joel Fleming

RE: Colchester Avenue at University Place crosswalk request

Background:
Staff received a request from Mary Loomis, a student at UVM, asking that a crosswalk be
installed to cross Colchester Avenue at University Place in a north south direction.

Observations:

The closest crosswalk to the west of this location is the signalized intersection of Prospect
Street and Pearl Street which is 189 feet away. The closest crosswalk to the east of this location
is the signalized intersection of Colchester Avenue and Mansfield Avenue which is 183 feet
away. Colchester Avenue is a major pedestrian route for college students walking to and from
class at UVM. Colchester Avenue is a major arterial that runs east west that connects the
downtown to Winooski and East Avenue.

Staff examined the current sight distance that would be required in order to install a mid-
block crosswalk at this location. According to the MUTCD a roadway with a speed limit of 25
MPH would require 155 feet of stopping sight distance at the crosswalk. There are no sight line
restrictions for pedestrians east or west of this location.

Conclusions:

There crosswalks at signalized intersections within 190 feet in either direction on
Colchester Avenue. Staff feels that adding a midblock crossing on this section of Colchester
Avenue would put pedestrians at danger and could cause vehicle back-ups in both the Mansfield
Avenue-Colchester Avenue and Prospect Street-Colchester Avenue intersections.

Recommendations:

Staff recommends the Commission deny the request to install a crosswalk across
Colchester Avenue at University Place.
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CITY OF BURLINGTON

SERVICE REQUEST

NG = Request Date: 03/25/2014

Address. - Name: Mary Loomis 12:47 PM
2o : Due Date: 4/24/2014

Address: UVM student

Phone Number: Email Address: maryloomis29@gmail.com or

mmloomis@uvm.edu

Request Location: University Pl & Colchester Av
Request Description: Per ContactUs request from today: To Whom it
May Concern, My name is Mary Loomis and | am a current student of
the University of Vermont and resident of the City of Burlington. | would
like to put in a formal request to put in a crosswalk at University Place
and Colchester Avenue. Many students, including myself often wish to
cross the road at this location and are frequently faced with a safety
risk in doing so due to the oncoming traffic. As itis, the sidewalk along
University Place continues to Colchester Ave., yet ends abruptly at the
road with no sidewalk. | would like again to ask for a sidewalk at this
crossing. Thank you. Sincerely, Mary Loomis | e-mailed customer
acknowledging receipt of her e-mail and said | would create a RFS.

ASSign HiStOl'y Date Assigned To Description
3/25/2014 1:00:56 PM Joel Fleming  Reassigning for traffic request,
3/25/2014 12:47:26 PM  Nicole Losch  Request Assigned

Work History Date Staff Description
Person
03/25/2014 Nicole Reassigned to Joel.
Losch ( Entered on 3/25/2014 1:01:06 PM by Nicole

Losch )
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o\a\JNGTON, 78 Office of Plangineering
645 Pine Street, Suite A

( ) Burlington, VT 05402
— 802.863.9094 P / 802.863.0466 F
www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPW

Chapin Spencer
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS

Date: April 9, 2014

To: Public Works Commission

From: Guillermo Gomez, Public Works Engineer
Subject: Flynn Avenue Sidewalk Update

The Flynn Avenue Sidewalk Project has a history that dates back to 2007, with requests
from Champlain Elementary School parents living east of Shelburne Street. Parents
requested a sidewalk to allow students to walk to school without having to cross Flynn
Avenue twice - once at Shelburne Street and once at Pine Street; the path behind the school
was closed at this time.

During that same year, the Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization
announced a regional Sidewalk Program grant. At that time, DPW was developing the
Transportation Plan, which had a strong focus on pedestrian needs. In the Transportation
Plan, sidewalks are recommended on both sides of our major streets and on at least
one side of local streets.

In the months prior to the application submittal, City staff identified all the potential
project candidates through an interdepartmental meeting that included DPW, Parks
and Recreation, CEDO, Planning and Zoning, and City Arts. The Parks Department identified
the need for improved pedestrian access to many parks and recreation centers, including
Oakledge Park, Leddy Park, and others. The DPW identified sidewalk needs on local streets
such as Cliff Street and Foster Avenue.

After considering the various projects, staffs’ recommendation was to package several
sidewalk improvements as one application for Flynn Avenue improvements,
including filling the gap on the north side between Pine and Shelburne Streets, continuing
the north sidewalk into Oakledge Park, and repairing a few small sections in between. Since
then, drainage work at the entrance to Oakledge Park presented an opportunity to add
sidewalk during the construction project, so that component is not being pursued through
the grant. The cost of inflation and design fees have also increased, and the focus remains
on the application component with the most obvious need: filling the gap in the north
section between Pine and Shelburne Streets.
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The Flynn Avenue improvements were recommended as the grant candidate to the
Transportation, Energy and Utilities Committee, who supported the grant
application. Our application to the Metropolitan Planning Organization was successful,
and the city was awarded $91,000 worth of sidewalk work (including a 20% local match).
The Cooperative Agreement was executed in 2009, after which DPW began to meet with
residents of Flynn Avenue east of Pine Street to identify drainage and other issues that
needed consideration in the design. Around this time, Burlington Subaru also completed
their renovation and added a sidewalk on Flynn Avenue that was erroneously placed
adjacent to the curb.

During the public outreach process, it became clear that residents adjacent to the new
sidewalk preferred a sidewalk adjacent to the curb (i.e. no greenbelt). They also
questioned the need for a sidewalk since one existed on the south side of Flynn Avenue.

On the October 14, 2009 Public Works Commission Meeting, staff explained the need to
provide a greenbelt to ensure the functionality of the sidewalk throughout the year. Staff
sought input from the Commission to discuss the project. The Commission requested staff
to develop different alignment alternatives. The alternatives were presented to the
Public Works Commission on February 18, 2010. The commission voted in favor of
supporting the inclusion of a greenbelt but required careful consultation with the city
arborist to minimize impacts to adjacent trees. The Public Works Commissioners present at
the meeting were Chairman Alberry, Commissioner Ackerson, Commissioner Dugan,
Commissioner Gundersen, Commissioner Marshall, Commissioner Sherman and
Commissioner Wood.

Design services were contracted with Lamoureux & Dickinson in 2012 and conceptual
plans were created for VTrans, DPW and residents’ review. During the public outreach to
discuss design, residents again expressed their discomfort with the sidewalk alignment.
Although some residents continue to express their displeasure with this project,
other residents continue to express their desire for a complete sidewalk network in
this area.

Following a public discussion of the project at the Ward 5 NPA, residents voiced their
opinion about the sidewalk on Front Porch Forum after a post from Joan Shannon, City
Council President, requesting feedback on the subject. President Shannon received over
fifty responses between Front Porch Forum postings and personal emails, with arguments
in favor and against the sidewalk. After weighing on the arguments, she publicly sided in
favor of the sidewalk on Front Porch Forum.

From the DPW staff perspective, there are multiple reasons why we feel this is an
important project, and why we would continue to consider ways to construct this even if
we didn’t have the existing grant funding:

- We are stewards of the public right-of-way, and it is in the best interest of the public to

provide a continuous sidewalk network on our primary streets for convenient, safe
and accessible connections for pedestrians of all ages and abilities;
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- Pedestrian activity in this area is significant, with direct connections to neighborhood
activity centers to the east and west, as well as parks, schools, and large neighborhoods;

- Sidewalks exist on the north side of this block, but the internal gap leaves pedestrians
stranded mid-block;

- A greenbelt is vital for snow storage, preventing street plowing activities from blocking
the sidewalk with snow accumulation;

Staff has consulted the City and the State Arborists to develop a Tree Protection Plan that
will become part of the construction documents. This Plan will help minimize the impact to
existing trees, plantings and other obstructions placed in the right-of-way. However, some
impacts will be unavoidable as some things should never have been placed outside of the
private property line or allowed to encroach into the public right-of-way.

We are currently in the process of negotiating agreements with some affected residents
where we will need temporary access during construction. Once these agreements are
settled, we will be able to complete the next plan submittal. Public Works will circulate the
updated set of plans for public review and comment before finalizing them. We expect the
public comment period to occur in the next 1-2 months. Since the current design is
consistent with the Commission’s preferred alternative, selected in 2010, no additional
authorization is needed prior to construction. The department hopes to construct the
sidewalk this fall.
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MEMORANDUM

April 3,2014
TO: Public Works Commission
FROM: Joel Fleming

RE: North Avenue at Berry Street loading zone

Background:

Staff received a request from Justin Dextradeur, Project Manager from the Hartland
group, asking for short term parking to be installed on North Avenue as part of their DRB
requirements for the new mixed use building on the corner of North Avenue and Berry Street.

In October staff brought part of this request to the Public Works Commission and had a loading
zone installed in the first space west of North Avenue on the north side of Berry Street. Since
that time Mr. Dextradeur has contacted DPW staff and requested that DPW install short term
parking on the west side of North Avenue north of Berry Street. Berry Street and Lakeview
Terrace are small residential streets off of North Avenue in the City’s old north end with parking
restricted to only the north and east sides respectively.

Observations:

Staff has reviewed this request and determined that short term parking should be installed
on North Avenue north of Berry Street. There is a bike lane that runs along the west side of
North Avenue that continues by turning west onto Berry Street allowing cyclists to travel
through to the Berry Street & Lakeview Terrace neighborhood. This corner is a key intersect to
the bike route that connects North Avenue with Berry Street and Lakeview Terrace
neighborhood.

This tenant at 237 North Avenue is planned to be a coffee shop with some food service,
scheduled to open this spring. For this type of business Two 30 minute spaces would
accommodate short term parking needs typical of a coffee shop. In order for two 30 minute
parking spaces to be installed on the west side of North Avenue without impacting the
connectivity of the bike route our proposal calls for the installation of a turn-out on the west side
of North Avenue(please see attached drawing). The turn-out would:

e Have to be 40 feet long with 10 foot tapers on both ends.

N Al 14 :



e Would accommodate two short term parking spaces, giving them enough room to pull
into the space without blocking the bike lane.

e This plan would require two of the three trees on this section of North Avenue to be
removed.

e The plan also will require a sidewalk ramp at the north end of the proposed turn-out.

Conclusions:

The Vermont Environmental Court ruled that there should be short term parking spaces
for the new building on the corner of North Avenue and Berry Street. In order to accommodate
the establishment of the two 30 minute parking spaces on North Avenue and not have it impact
the bike route connectivity from North Avenue to Berry Street, the 30 minute spaces would need
to be established in the proposed turnout.

Recommendations:

Staff recommendation to the commission is to:
e Approve the construction of a turn-out described in the attached drawing
e Establish two 30 minute parking spaces within the turnout described on the west side of
North Avenue in the first two spaces north of Berry Street.
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CITY OF BURLINGTON

SERVICE REQUEST

Name and Request Date: 01/15/2014
Address Name: Justin D 3:16 PM
Due Date: 2/14/2014
Address:
Phone Number: 8027349217 Email Address:
Request Location: 237 North Avenue

Request Description: Justin D from the Hartland Group has come in asking
to re-open an old request to install a loading zone on the west side of North
Avenue just north or Berry Street. And to remove the bike lane on the west
side of North Avenue from Berry Street north 170 feet to Sunset Court. This
will allow the tenants of the new building on the corner of North Ave and
Berry to follow their land use permit and supreme court order.

Assign History Date Assigned To Description
1/15/2014 3:16:31 PM Joel Fleming Request Assigned

Work History

Customer Service Status: New
Request created by: Joel Fleming
Print Date: 1/15/2014 3:47:48 PM
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STATE OF VERMONT AUG 81 2007

_ , VERMONT
ENYIRONMBNIAL CUCRT ENVIRONMENTAL COURT
]
Inre Hartland Group, 237 North Ave. Project ) Dacket No. 120-6-05 Vtec
(Appeal of Bjerke, gt ) ) '
}
Decision and Order

Appellants Alan Bjerke, Valerie Hockert-Lotz, Bdward Winant, Annelein
Beukenkamip-Winant, Jarnes Buunpas aﬁdMollyBumpas' appealed from the decision of the
Development Review Board (DRB) of ﬂﬁe City of Burlington, granting Appellee-Applicant
Hartland Group, LLC's application for approval of a project consisting of twenty-five
ébndffﬁzﬂmg.and a restaurant-café at 287 North Avenue. Appellantsare represented by
Paul 8. Gillies, Esq. and Appellant Alan A. Bjerke, Esq.; Appellee~Applicantis represented
by Brian Dunkiel, Bsq, and Ronald A. Shems, Bsq; and the City is represented by
Kimberlee], Shurtevant, Esq, . :

Certainissues in this appeal wete resolved on sununmy judgment.’ Anevidentiary
hearing was heldm this ma‘tte-r‘befmé Meridéth-.Wri.glfﬁ:, Environunental Judge, and a site
visit was taken with the parties and their répresentatives. The pariles were given the
opportunity to submit written rheroranda and requests for findings. Upon consideration

! The decision and order on surnmary judgment issued in this matter on December 14,

. 2006, is hereby incorporated in this decision and will not be repéated except as necessary.

for clarity in this decision. As agreed by the parties at trial and reflected in their post-trial
filings, the issues remaining for trial after the resolution of the summary judgment motion
were Question 4 relating to the number of parking spaces required for the proposed café,
waiver of a loading space, and waiver of parking spaces; Question 5, which contained
subsections (a) through (e); Questions 6(a) and 6(b); and Question 9. Question 9 was
resolved on the tecord an the first day of trial.
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The southerly 1ot line of the project parcel runs approximately along the northerly
side of Betry Street to the westerly side of the intersection of Berry Street with Lakeview
Teveiice, whete it thakes an approximate.two-foatjog to thenorth, and coftinues towards
the westalong the northerly side lotline gf.&pp&ﬂanfs Hotkert-Lotzand Bjerke's property.
The parcel’s westerly lot line runs at an ahgle along the top of the dliff above the adjacent
city-owned property.

Ap}:eﬂée—Ap;ﬁ;mfhaserguedthat&emteﬂonmthez.onmg Ordinanceregarding
soil exosion and the soil's capacity tohold water is stifficiently similar fo criterion 4 of Act
2500 thatthe positive condlusionin theunappealed Act250 permit on soil erosion and the
soil’s capacity tohold water shcmki mm:}wcle‘ltﬁsis&ue in this Cotert, based on ptmﬁtples

eafzssue préclustor. Trepanierv. rganized, Ing, 155 V. 259, 265 (1990); Ine

rowe;Clishs Elighlands, 166 V4. 33, 36-3? (1996) Iti;sunne!:essarytc analyze all the ctiteria

for app}ymg issue preclusion in the present case, and especally “the legal standards and

burdens emplcyad in each action” and “the procaedural opportunities available in each

forurh.” Trépanies, 155 Vs, &t 265. Rather the better pra,cheemﬂ:ie prasent context is to

_ veath the m:ts of the issue so that this Court's condlusions are clear, based on the
" evidence presented _m-ﬂ:us procesding.

For the purposes of determining runoff, the enshngparkmg area acts asimpervious
surface even though is partly paved and partly of oompacted grave}, Therefore, the
impervious surface is notinaregsed even though a greater proporticn of the property will

. I ;. Under current conditions, stormwater uns pﬁﬁm prqp‘e‘rty

be méd:with the hu
uneontrolled.
The project proposes to collect stormwater falling on the building by eonﬁuctmg;t

-3.

A - S 5 . A e e g e
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. 1o'robf drainsand thence to stormwater detention tanks to'be located below the floer slab

ofthe "élkmg 51rage The tanks seill be-equipped with access for deaning. Qil will be

¥ _--'s‘eyéefa'tedf from the s'.torfmwatef and Hhe stortrwater will e -e@n-trbﬂeﬂ.--b‘;r a slow-release

onﬂ ; e“to prowde I:welve to twenty-four Hours of detenh@n titne to:mininige the effect of

A starm ory the CL’:Y’S stormwater system. The projact prmposes t6 conduet stormwatey

51

falling

IOIL the: WE&!ZPII)! glassed area and gmund»-k:vel patms to a shallow sedimertation

jr‘é ,uc'é- ﬂie" Tisk esoﬂ 5&"1-"@;%@;1:1 and: dﬁiét\s-’cormwatelf "p@ﬂutmn -af-ter con&tmehan In

a dmon, ’rhe € rosmn prevenhon and sed;ment contcol plan pmposed to be foltowed: durmg-

unappealed Ar't 25@ permst on toaffic should conclud‘e the issue in this: C‘om:t ‘hasgd ot

: prml:tples ofissug precluswn Fordhe: same 1easons as with- 1ecrard to Queshon 6(a), the

-wﬂl,;aofs;.gaenenate_;any tn-a.ctop—tpaller uge _@g@,e_r_ny-&treet orehn Lakeview Terrace. Dehv gries

* to the café will be by service vehicles which will park on North Avenue.
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Alfliough approximately half of the patrons of the café are expected to walk or
b:eyblé raﬂtexthan i::_;._r drive to the café, the fraffic analysis was performed as if all patrons
would deive tothe café, Using that assumption, and using Iocal data from a café on n street
with similar characteristics on the sotith side of Burlington, the café is expected to generate
approximately 76 one-way ttips (46 arriving and 30 departing) in the morning or the
Saturday peak hour,” and is expected to generate 17 one-way trips (11 arriving and 6
depatting)inthe alternoon peak hour. Approximately 76% of fhie morming trips and 50%
of the Satrrday trips wotild be.so-called ’*passabﬁa" trips, that is, vehicles thaﬁwo.iﬂd beon
North Avernue anyway but would stop and park fo visit the café. These pags-by trips
would:not generate anj},additi_onal traffic on North Avenue although they could still have
an effect on the traffic due to the pérldngmanmversofthase vehicles. The peak hour trip
gemeration of the foemer peritted wareliotise use was 22 one-way bips (19 azriving and
3departing) in the morning peak hout and 22 6né-way trips (10 arriving and 12 departing)
in the aftemon peak hour.

Based on the traffic analysis in evidence, the minor additional traffic generated by
the proposal over that generated by the former permitted warehouse use willnot adversely
affect the substantial volume: of traffic already tta.va]jng on North Avemie, and will niot
change fhﬁ 1&:9’513 of service for sy mf"the directions of use of the intexséetion at Noxth
Aveﬂue md Berry Street. ;

Notth Averme to the north of Washington Street and the project location is a
relatively wide and open roadway, passing by several large open properties with

? The moming peak hour for taffic (approximately 1000 vehicles) on Nogth Avenue at
this Joeation 8. frorn 7:15 to &16am,, 70% of which is soutttbound. The afternoon peak
hour (approximately 1200 vehicles) is from 4:30 to 5:30 p.m, 59% of which is northbound.
The Saturday peak hour (apptoximatety 950 vehmles) is from 11:45 a,m. to 12:45p.m,, 54%

of wl'ach is southbound.
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therefore make conditions safer with respect to traffic on the adjoining roadway and will
not create undue congestion.
The proposal thevefore rreets §13.1.6(e) and §6.1,10(d) of the Zoning Ordinance.

As rt.mre fully described in the summary judgment deci;sian, fhe original building,
‘wheftinuse as an automobile dealership and mpéurfacﬁify, had large display windows for
t]-;e-s_’ﬁfowmamfacmg North A;cfenue,fhé Wmdowshave-’beanbﬂckedm since the prior tise
g Busimess “The present application propases to restore the
front part of the building, fac’u*;g Notth Avenue, to the appearatice of the original
-autamqbﬂe s_homoom-facade, res_toz:mg_x?:s.wmdow‘&; and to convert that sp_ace fot the café

use, with the interior space designed to resemble the style of the showroom.
The appli‘t?aﬁon proposes to expaiid the building’s footprint towards the west, and

to mﬁvgrt the Pmp&r&y’s ase to a mmedﬁuse byilding eontaining twenty-five residential

ce:ﬁcltﬁziuznﬁnw and ah aesociated gavage, as well as.the café. ‘The resulting building is

designed to have a ground floor that fillsthe foetprint of the building; above ‘ehat level it

is designed with three separate three-story segments, each having two stories above the
gmmd flooi. - The resulting prdpasz'i_.-‘l_'_haé.;ﬂm appeatance and mass of three smaller
buildings above the ground floot. The ground foor containy the patking garage in the
cewcr,alpmﬁﬂn gifﬁie building, including room for household storage units assigned to the
residential units, for bicycle racks, and for the garbage stotage for the building. An

e Aa to traffic, Quegtion B(d,) (rela’"mg to site plan mteﬁon 6.1.10(d)) is addressed with

' gue*srrén 6(b), ebove; asto parking, it is addressed with Q stion 4, balow

7
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over the fhree westerly tnits. The cefitral building has been desigried so that no roof-top
terraces overlook the houses to the north on Sunset Count. |

As well as installing complying exterior lighting on the building, the project
,Pr{:pases 1 replace outdated sireet light fixtures along Berry Street with modern street
Iighﬁ d“esigne& and inlaeations s0 as 6 reduge glare on neighbonng properties on Berty
Street, Slatted vmtﬁa:um openings within the garage have been designed to miriimize the |
effects of automobile headlights within the garage on any neighboring properties.

" 'The proposed development relates appropriately to its context, which includes
albisfanily tesidantial, inshtutional and commercial buildings dlong bofh sides of North
Aveius, as well ag a m&e variety of residential buildings along North Avente, Berry
Sivest, Lakeview ‘i’erraaé, Waghington Street and Convent Square. The area is

~tharacterized by a diversity of building styles, materials, heights and roof shapes even

amqngmexamdenmalbaﬁdings whichgreloeated fairly close togéther, typical of this older
naighhd:elﬂmdmﬁm w&ﬂﬁng distarice of -dbwntnwn_ Burlington. The visual context
indlides a large, flat-reofed commercial buflding just to-the north across Nouth Avenue,
occupied by a medical equipment and supply business; as well as several institutional
buildings set in their own g:rmmds to the north of the project on the same side of North
Avenye. Becansethe pmpoﬂed projectis divided into three massesaboveﬂze ground floor,
is set back from thenorthside of the. grumd.ﬂ@az, and is stepped back along its west side,

it doeg ot present an mapp‘mpl‘iﬂ'te vigugl mass. -
'Iherefare, as proposed, the yroyeet will meet § 6.1 1-0(9.) of the Zening Ordinance.

Thé heahﬁg system Jot the entire building consists of two I'ugh e.Eficxency natm'al-
gas-fired tiot water boilers located in the medianical room next to the café in the

: -mrmaasﬁemaraaef&t& ground foor. Insulated diskibution piping. d:zstnbutesﬁmlqeatto

2
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exclude parking lots or driveways. Si:cciilaﬂ_y, limitations on lot coverage in §5.3.2, et seq.
ofthe Zoning Regtﬁatiums-inchxdabaﬂ*a paﬁed and unpaved parking areas in the calculation
of 1ot coverage, and exclude lawns, gardens and unpaved landscaped areas. Because the
existing patking lat doesnot qualify as “ppen space” under the ordinance, the fact thatpart
of it will be covered by the new building does not created a violation of §6.1.10. Indeed,
its formexly nonconforming use as a commtercial parking lot will be replaced by a
confwmmg residential use, It is anly because the parking lot has not been used recently
at the level allowed under the existing permit for the warehouse that the immediate
neighbors have been able to.enjoy obligue westerly views over portions of the parking lot.
The prdinance does not require fhose viméq to be préserved in this district, compare
ga-,l.-fﬁ_cb); the Coutt is constrained tb?faﬂqiv the Zening Ordinance as it now exists.

The small amount of epén_ space onthe North Avenue and Bexry Street .sideé of the

i bulldinigwill be preserved and attractlvely landscaped. The setbacks required in this area

reflect its medium-density urban location.

- Theexisting treesalong the south side of the parking lotare mtweﬂmaimaﬁmd and
are largely non-native species, butin the summer months they do provide a greer, leafy
appearance when viewed from down Lakeview Terrace looking to the north towards the

' Bexry Steet intersection. That area is praposed to be landscaped with trees and shrubs

along the building and in the curve of the intersection, including a new street tree at the
intersection, to provide @ similarly green and leafy appearance locking towards the
westerly building entrance.

The project proposce planting several irees along the westerly open space area and
to provide a more dense hedge:of Datk American Arborvitae between the property and
that of Appellants Bjerke emd Hockert-Lotz.

Four cottortwood trees at: mebmndarybetweenﬂte project property and Appellant

~ Winants’ property to thenorth are located on the Winant property. Thistype of tree isfast
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would require fifty parking spaces for the residgn'tlal units; and would require a loading
space for the café, and ten® parking sprces for the café, -

' i&pp&lle&ﬂp;ﬁﬁcéﬂt-cﬁnﬂﬁ@te& a study of the parking availability within a two-
thinite wall (500 feet) of the project prbperbjl and within a four-minute walk (1000 feet) of
the pmjud property. On-street parking is available along the west side of North Avenue,
along 'Washi:{gton Street and Convent Square, along the north side of Berry Street, and
along the east side of Lakeview Tertace. An inventory of fifty-eight parking spages is
avaﬂgﬁiia witttin 500 feet and an inventory of approximately 113 spaces is available within
1000 feet. @ccapa_ncy-mt'es weresurveyed during the peak periods of 7:00 to 8:15 a.m. and
5:00 to. 8:00 p.m. The pverall mumpanuy rate did not exceed 50%, even in the higher-
a:mgnmcylabe--evmﬁng hours. Anaverage of 34 tmeccupied spaces is available within 500
feet and an average of 72 unocctxp:ed apacas is available within 10023 feet. Lakeview
Tertacetended to have a higherocouparnay rate, with 35% of its ameenspaf:es (within 1000
feet) oceupied in the early evening hotts; and-up to 75% oceupied after 7:30 p.m.

Cimulsruon of v&lue]ﬁs wiﬂrd:n the: building’s garage will be adequate; par}sjng .
maneivers were studied using a template of a relatively large-size passenger vehidle,
There is sufficient maneuvering rooin within the gazage for vehicles to be able to exit the
gamgefron#wards, giving the driversample visibility to turn safély into a traveled lane of
Berry Street, The shift oﬁ’chxe outiet of the garage farther east along Berry Street (than the

s Appaﬂants sngges’c that the café wold require more than ten spaces, figured under
Table 10-A of the Zoning Ordinance at one space for every four seats plus one space for
each 75 square feet of grass floor area intended for patron use but without seats. However,
App ellee-Applicant has committed itself to requiring the café owner or aperator, whether
_ fhrough aledse document of a dged; to maintain the café at a combined level of seats and

' fioor aréa to require ho moye than ten patking spaces.
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commubing to. Wwork, but instsad either walks, bicydles, or travels by bus. Vehicle
ownership is also Iiw i this district with housefiolds ¢f one to twa people (as are
antticipated for fhis project) haviig 1.08 vehicles per household.

Althongh under §10,1.20 a waiver or more them 50% of the required parking spaces
is allowed to be considered for affordable housing units, the evidence did not support the
provision of less than one assigned space per unit for the residential units in this project, '
even thongh four v the umits are anticipated to qualify as affordabla hoysing wnits.

The gvailability and projected nge of alternate trazisportation mod,eé for this project
warzards a waiver of twenty-five of the fifty off-street-parking spaces that otherwise would

be required for the residepitial units in this project.

One loading space is required for the café, but may be entively waived under

7 - §10.1.20(d)- ‘There is suffictent parking along North Avenue in front of fhe proposed café
T 1o accammp_.daté grocety and other deliveries to the café, as long as those deliveries are
schedtiled to ogeitt in off-pesk daytime houts. Moreover, such deliveries by truck could

be accomplished along Narth Avenue with fewer maneuvers and less eversing thaninside

the garage exﬁrmice,_ and therefore would require less use of the trucks’ required back-up
beeper, which is preferable in a neighborhood with nearby residential uées. The proposal

meets the requirements of fhe ordinance for waiver of the loading space for the café.

._ Wittrut a waiver, the project requires ten off-street parking spaces for the eafé (see
| footnote 6 above).- Appellant-Applicant seeks a waiver of 50% of the off-street parking
spaves that would otherwise be fequired forthe café, as provided by §10.1.19 of the Zaning
Ordinance, based 6n the availability of altetnate transportation modes, and based on data
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ot Aventie, and extiapblating fioati the daka an the avenresidents' use ofofhermiodes
of trangpoztation to travel to work, ét'{eas’e 50% of the custommers of the cif§ are expected
o oﬂg‘riﬁafe in the surrotnding avea and to walk or bicycle to the café, Based on the
availability and projeuted tse of alternate modes of ttanisportation, and with conditions as
igxiggsgd;-balawf a waiver of five of the requited ten off-street parking spaces for the café

ig wairanted.

Based on the faregoing, it is hereby ORDERED snd ADJUDGED that the project is
appmved aa m@posudf w;.ﬁh the condmens inirposed, by the DRE and e following
H«id fmmal camdi i -
' 1) Wi dow-tited aty cenalﬁmg st are: protibited) Btich piokibiion shall
also. h;e_.mcz}r;?prabed.m anylease agreement or deed governing sdny portion of this project.
2) The operation of the café shall be réstricted 16 a size at which it requires no more
tham. ten pf.irkmg;spgleés_}, throtigh a binding legal dootthent stich a9 a lease agreement,
deed, or condominitm agrecment, witless and until the petmitee obtaths an amendthent
o (:hi’s parteit wifh reguid to Parlohg .
3) Five spaces within the garage shall be assighed to the café use during café h:mrs,-
unless and uniil the permitiee obtains artamendment to this permit wifhi regard fo parking.
4) As thie evidlence of the availabﬂﬁy of on-street patking for café patrons did not
exrtemd’pas’c 800 pa, the: Tonrs of operation of the café shall not-extend past8 pam. midess

and wntl the permittée obtains an amendment fo this petrriit with regard-to'parking.-

5) Café food waste shall be stored in a refrigerdted unit inside the building until it
is removed by a commercial waste handling company.

§) Deliveries to the café shall be scheduled so as not to coincide with the peak hotrs
for traffic along North Avenue.

17
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ENTRY ORDER " VERMONT SUPREME COURT
' - EILED IN CLERK'S OFFICE
2008 VT 92 -

- JuL " 1 2008

SUPREME COURT DOCKET NO. 2007-434

* MAY TERM, 2008,

_In re Hartland Group North Avenue Permit APPEALED FROM:

.Environmental Court

!
}
}
;
1 DOCKET NO. 120-6-05 Vtec
} m

Trial Judge: Meridetli Wright
In the above-entitled cause, the Clerk will enter:

1. Neighboring landowners appeal the Environmental Court’s approval of an
adaptive reuse project involving an existing industrial warehouse located in a medium-density
residential district in Burlington. Landowners assert that the Environmental Court erred in
finding that a final decision on the project’s Act 250 permit precluded additional consideration of

whether the project was in substantial conformance with Burlington’s nunicipal plan. They also
assert that the court erred in finding that the project complied with the zoning ordinance’s
requirements for adaptive reuse, parking, and design review and that a 2004 amendment to the

. .

maximum density provision in the zoning ordinance was not spot zoning. We affirm.

§2. The underlying facts are as follows. In 2004, appellee, the Hartland Group, met
with members of Burlington’s Department of Planning and Zoning to discuss the existing
language of the maximum-density exceptions in the City’s zoning ordinance. At that time,
§ 5.2.6(b)(2)—pertaining to exceptions for adaptive reuse—allowed a density of up to forty units
per acre for adaptive-reuse or residential-conversion projects provided that lot coverage did not
exceed 80% and the number of ancillary newly constructed units did not exceed 175% of the
units contained in the original structure. The Department agreed with Hartland that the existing
provision had the potential to causc confusion and suggested that amending the ordinance was-
appropriate. On May 28,2004, after a full review process by the Planning Commission and City
Council, the mayor signed an amendment that removed the 175% limitation -on the allowable

pumber of new units.

93.  On February 4, 2005, Hartland applied to the Burlington Development Review
Board (DRB) for a zoning permit for the adaptive reuse or residential conversion of an existing
16,500 square-foot industrial warehouse located on .0.65 acres at 237 North Avenue. The
warehouse is in a medium-density residential district and, at the time of the proposal, was
permitted to operate as a nonconforming use (i.e., industrial) in that district. Hartland proposed

converting the structure into twenty-five units of mixed-income residential condominiums, thirty
t R . P ¥ .
enclosed -parking spaces,’ and a forty-seat café on North Avenue, intended to serve the,

! Hartland originally argﬁed that the project would have thirty-nine enclosed parking
._ spaces by including nine “tandem” spaces in its calculation. -“Tandem” spaces are long spaces
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uc:ighborhood.2 On June 10, 2005, the DRB issued its affirmative and conditional findings and
granted the zoning permit to Hartland.

44. Appellants, a group of neighboring landowners, appealed the DRB’s decision to
the Environmental Court.on June 24, 2005. Landowners submitted ten questions on appeal,
specifically: (1) whether the proposed development complied with the City’s municipal plan; (2)
whether the proposed development was adaptive reuse under the City’s zoning ordinance; (3)
whether the proposed development complied with the zoning ordinance’s setback requirements;
(4) whether the proposed development complied with the zoning ordinance’s parking
requirements; (5) whether the proposed development complied with the zoning ordinance’s
design-review criteria; (6) whether the proposed development complied with the zoning
ordinance’s major-impact-review criteria; (7) whether the proposed development complied with
the zoning ordinance’s use requirements; (8) whether the proposed development complied with
the zoning ordinance’s nonconforming-use requirements; (9) whether the proposed development
complied with the zoning ordinance’s requirements for building dimensions; and (10) whether
the 2004 amendment to the zoning ordinance was spot zoning. In response, the parties filed
motions and cross-motions for summary judgment on questions 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, and 10. In the
meantime, the District #4 Environmental Commission (DEC) granted the project an Act 250
permit, which the parties did not appeal. On December 14, 2006, the Environmental Court
granted summary judgment in favor of Hartland on questions 2, 3, part of 8 (finding that the
prior non-conforming use was not abandoned), and 10. The court also determined that question
I was precluded by the DEC’s decision on the Act 250 permit but reserved the remaining

.questions for trial.

45. A trial on the merits was held on March 15 and 30, 2007. On the first day of trial,
the court entered judgment for Hartland on question 9 based on the record. Thereafter, on
August 31, 2007, the court issued its decision in favor of Hartland on all remaining questions—
specifically, questions 4, 5, 6, and part of 8 (the remaining question of whether the café use
_ would be less harmful to the neighborbood than the industrial-warehouse use, as required by
§§ 20.1.6 and 5.1.8 of the zoning ordinance}—and approved the project as proposed, subject to
the DRB conditions and additional conditions recommended by the court. On September 24,

2007, after both parties agreed, the court entered a judgment order in which it adopted its
proposed conditions.

{6. On appeal, landowners claim that the Environmental Court erred in five of its
rulings. They assert that: (1) the DEC decision on the Act 250 permit should not have preclusive
effect on the present zoning appeal; (2) the project cannot qualify as adaptive reuse under the
zoning ordinance; (3) the project does not comply with the parking provisions of the zoning
ordinance; (4) the project does not comply with the design-review provisions of the zoning
ordinance; and (5) the 2004 amendment relating to adaptive reuse is unconstitutional spot

Zoning.

§7. Laidowner’s first argument—that the DEC’s decision on the project’s
conformance with the municipal plan under Act 250 should not preclude a similar analysis under

designed to accommodate an additional car in tandem. The Environmental Court determined in
its December 14, 2006 summary judgment decision that § 10.1.16 of the zoning ordinance
precludes the tandem spdces from being counted towards compliance.

2 The proposed project would be approximately 51,000 squéi‘e feet, including a 12,500-

square-foot indoor parking garage. )
2
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the zoning ordinance—is unavailing. Collateral estoppel, or issue preclusion, is appropriate
when: “(1) preclusion is asserted against one who was a party in the prior action; (2) the same

‘issue was raised in the prior action; (3) the issue was resolved by a final judgment on-the merits; -

(4) there was a full and fair opportunity to litigate the issue in the prior-action; and (5) applying
preclusion is fair.” Trickett V. Ochs, 2003 VT 91, ] 10, 176 Vt. 89, 838 A2d 66. The
Environmental Court, in its ruling on the parties® summary judgment motions, . found that all of
the prerequisites for preclusion were satistied on the issue of the project’s conformance with the
municipal development plan. On appeal, landowners contest only the Environmental Court’s
finding that the requirements for conformance with the €ity’s municipal plan under Act 250 and
 the zoning ordinance present the same issue. They argue that preclusion is improper because Act
250 and municipal zoning review are two separate processes with distinct criteria.

8.  Under criterion 10 of Act 250, a project must be in “conformance with any duly
‘adopted local or regional plan,” to qualify for a development permit. 10 V.S.A. § 6086(a)(10)
(emphasis added). Similarly, § 13.1.6(j) of the Burlington Zoning Ordinance requires a project

to be “in substantial conformance with the city’s municipal development plan,” before a
municipal permit will be issued. Burlington Zoning Ordinance 13.1.6(j) (emphasis added). As

noted by the Environmental Court, administrative decisions can have preclusive effect in judicial -

proceedings when the administrative body has acted in a judicial capacity, resolving disputed
issues of fact, and providing the parties with an adequate opportunity to litigate. Trickett, 2003
VT 91, J 11. While the standards for permit approval under Act 250 and the zoning ordinance
differ in significant respects, there is overlap between the two with respect to the requirement of
conformance with the municipal plan. Here, the DEC acted in a judicial capacity, providing both
.landowners and Hartland the opportunity to present evidence on the issue of conformance with
the municipal development plan, and ultimately issued the Act 250 permit, deciding based on the
evidence before it that the project was “in conformance with” the local plan. The Act 250
requirement that a project be “in conformance with” the city’s municipal plan, without any
qualifiers, is arguably a stricter standard than the zoning ordinance’s requiremnent of “substantial
conformance” with the-plan. Thus, it was reasonable for the Environmental Court to conclude
that the DEC’s finding that the project was in specific “conformance- with” -the municipal
development plan precluded the parties from relitigating the issue under the zoning ordinance
because, as a practical matter, the project could not at the same time be “in conformance with”
. the municipal plan and not in “substantial conformance with” it. The court’s construction of the
language of § 13.1.6(j) of the ordinance was not “clearly erroneous, arbitrary, or capricious,” and
we therefore uphold its decision. In re Bennington Sch., 2004 VT 6,911, 176 Vt. 584, 845 A.2d

332 (mem.).

" 49. Landowners’ second argument—that the Environmental Court erred in finding

that the proposed project met the requirements for the adaptive-reuse exception to maximum
density—is similarly unconvincing, Section 5.2.6(b)(2) of the zoning ordinance provides that:

Residential development.in [medium-density residential] districts
at a density of forty (40) units per acre may be permitted for the
adaptive reuse or residential conversion of existing nonresidential
structures and for any new construction on the same lot ancillary to
the rehabilitation of such nonresidential structures provided lot

coverage does not exceed eighty (80) percent.
! )

' Burlington Zoning Ordinance, § 5.2.6(6)(2).
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4 10. Landowners do not contend that Hartland’s project exceeds the forty units per
acre or 80% lot-coverage allowances; rather, they claim that .the density requirement is not
satisfied because the project incorporates the commercial, nonconforming café use and that,
therefore, it cannot be considered adaptive reuse or residential conversion as required by the
.ordinance. While the term “adaptive reuse” is not defined in the zoning ordinance, the court
found that when viewed in the context of the muhicipal plan, the term was not ambiguous as
used-in § 5.2.6(b)(2). See Kalakowski v. John A. Russell Corp., 137 Vt. 219, 225-226, 401 A.2d
906, 910 (1979) (“Although the plan may recommend many desirable approaches to municipal
development, only those provisions incorporated in the bylaws are legally enforceable.”). In the
context of the municipal plan that the Burlington Zoning Ordinance was enacted to implement,
the court found that adaptive.reuse referred to “the conversion of existing buildings so that they
may be used for purposes other than those for which they were originally built,” Furthermore,
the court concluded that § 5.2.6(b)(2) addresses adaptive reuse and renovation of buildings with
the goal of encouragiig more residential development in the City’s residential district by
allowing greater density. Here, Hartland’s proposed project would convert a warehouse—a
wholly nonconforming structure—into twenty-five residential units, while maintaining a small
portion, the café, as a preexisting nonconforming use. The court concluded that there was
nothing in the language of § 5.2.6(b)(2), or purpose behind the maximum-density exception, that
precluded Hartland from continuing an existing nonconforming use in a portion of the building
while converting the majority of the structure to conforming residential use. Furthermore, it
determined later at trial that the new use of the building.would be less harmful or detrimental to
the surrounding area than-the original warehouse, as required by §§ 20.1.6 and 5.1.8 of the
zoning ordinance. See In re Nott, 174 Vt. 552, 553, 811-A.2d 210, 211-12 (2002) (mem.)
(emphasizing that the whole ordinance must be considered when determining the effect of a
single part). Given the purpose of the maximum density exception, the court’s construction of
§ 5.2.6(b)(2)—as allowing a developer to maintain somé preexisting nonconforming use in an
otherwise residential project—was appropriate, and we find no reason to disturb its decision.

" q11. Landowners further contend that the project does not deserve a density exception
because, they claim, most of the existing structure will be destroyed rather than reused.
Hartland, in its permit application, represented that the northerly wall of the original building on
the site had deteriorated and would need to be rebuilt, and that the roof and westerly wall of the
structure would have to be removed to incorporate the new construction it proposed, while
facades, masonry walls, foundations, footings, floors, and existing architectural details would be
reused. The court concluded that this did not take the project “‘out of the ambit of § 5.2.6(b)(2),”
but rather determined that “[iJt would be an absurd result for § 5.2.6(b)(2) on the one hand to’
encourage the rehabilitation of existing buildings, the conversion of those buildings to
conforming residential use, and the addition of niew construction for that purpose, and yet to
prevent the removal of the building elements necessary to make the rehabilitation safe for future
use, or make the new construction possible at all.” See Bergeron v. Boyle, 2003 VT 89,911 n.1,
176 Vi. 78, 838 A.2d 918 (courts should avoid statutory construction that leads to absurd
results). Neither did the court find, nor do landowners claim, that anything in the language of the
ordinance suggests that a certain percentage of the original structure must be retained for a
project to be considered adaptive reuse. Again, unless clearly erroneous, we are bound by the
court’s interpretation of the zoning ordinance, and we find rio error here. See In re Bennington

Sch.. Inc., 2004 VT 6,9 11.

q12. Landowners also assert that the proportion of new development is too large to be
considered ancillary to the rehabilitation of the existing structure under § 5.2.6(b)(2):
Specifically, they. argue that “ancillary” connotes “subservient to” or “smmaller than” the

4
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preexisting structure, whereas the proposed development would be more than twice the size of
the original structure. In its decision, the court reasoned that landowners’ construction of the
term “ancillary” was inconsistent with the former limitation that: “the number of ancillary
newly-constructed units shall not exceed one hundred seventy-five (175) per cent of the units
contained in the rehabilitated structure(s).” The court further determined that if, as landowners
suggest, “the new construction had to be smaller than the rehabilitated existing building, the
ancillary newly-constructed units could not have exceeded 100%.of the units containcd in the
rehabilitated structure,” which would have rendered the 175% limitation surplusage. As such,
the court reasonably concluded that,.in the context of the zoning ordinance, “ancillary” is more
appropriately defined as “related to or supportive of the rehabilitation of the existing building.”
We defer to the court’s construction of the ordinance language.

4 13. Landowners’ next argument—that the proposed project does not comply with the
zoning ordinance’s parking provisions—was initially decided by the BEnvironmental Court on the
merits at trial. On appeal, landowriers contend that the court erred in calculating the minimum
parking requirements for the café and in gianfing the maximum waiver available in the absence
of a traffic management plan. First, with regard to the required parking spaces, the court
determined that the forty-seat café required ten parking spaces, based on Table 10-A, which
requires one space for every café seat. Footnote three 'to Table 10-A further requires an
additional parking space for every seventy-five square feet of floor area without seats but
intended for patron use. At trial, however, the court did not undertake this additional calculation,

and instead conditioned Hartland’s permit on restricting café use so that the required number of '
.parking spaces would not exceed ten—as Hartland had represented, during the proceedings, that -

. it was willing to do.? Exercising its discretion under the zoning ordinance, the court waived 50%
of the required ten parking spaces based on its finding that there was ample on-street parking and
alternative transportation available to the café. Nonetheless, landowners assert that Hartland’s

- proposed project does not comply with the zoning ordinance’s parking provisions, and that the
court erroneously calculated the number of parking spots required for the project.

{14, Landowners have failed to demonstrate how. the court’s decision represents
reversible error. In their brief, they claim only that the court erred in its calculation of minimum
parking spaces under the zoning ordinance, but do not take issue with the court’s finding of fact.
The court accepted Hartland’s representations that it would maintain the café operation at a level
that would require no more than ten- parking spaces and, further, specifically - conditioned
Hartland’s permit on it doing so “through a binding Jegal document such as lease agreement,
deed, or condominium agreement.” Under 24 V.S.A: § 4464(b)(2), the court had authority to
attach “reasonable conditions” to approval of the permit to effectuate the purpose of the zoning
ordinance and municipal plan. Here, the court acted appropriately in effectuating the parking
restrictions in footnote 3 of Table 10-A by requiring Hartland to restrict the patronage of the café

_to conform to the ordinance’s parking limitations, rather than by undertaking the calculation of
square footage intended for patron use. Landowners have not established that this in any way
undermined the purpose of the parking restrictions in the ordinance, or that they will suffer any
harm as a result of the court’s- conditions. Because we believe that the parking condition
obviates landowners’ concern about the minimum parking requirements for the project, we find
no reason to disrupt the court’s decision.

t & o
. i

: 3 The Environmental Court adopted this restriction as a condition to app'rovél of the
proposed project in its Judgment Order, dated September 24, 2007. Hartland’s commitment

" . lelieved the court’s initial uricertainty on sunumary judgment.

5.

69




915. Likewise, landowners’ argument that Hartland failed to satisfy the requirement
for waiver of parking requirements by not providing a traffic-management plan is unfounded. At
the outset, landowners fail to cite a specific zoning provision outlining the requirements for
waiver as support for their assertion that Hartland failed ‘to provide the required “traffic
management plan to reduce the amount of vehicles . .. seeking a-place to park.” Furthermore,
tandowners do not dispute the Environmental Court’s findings that the projected use of
alternative modes of transportation, Hartland’s traffic-congestion analysis, Hartland’s study of
area parking availability, and Hartland’s proposed traffic-calming measures around the project—
which include bulb-outs and increased vegetation—result in a reduced need for parking spaces.
There is ample evidence in the record to support the court’s findings, and we therefore hold that
the court did not err in granting a 50% parking waiver to Hartland based on the evidence before
it. Lawson v. Brown’s Home Day Care Ctr., Inc., 2004 VT 61, {18, 177 Vt. 528, 861 A.2d'1048
(mem.) (holding that we will reverse trial court findings only if there is no credible evidence to

support them).

4 16. Finally, Landowners argue that the 2004 amendment to § 5.2.6(b)(2) is
‘unconstitutional spot zoning. “Spot zoning consists of zoning that singlefs] out a small parcel or
perhaps even a single lot for a use classification different from the surrounding area and
inconsistent with any comprehensive plan, for the benefit of the owner of such property.”
Granger v. Town of Woodford, 167 Vt. 610, 610-11, 708 A24d 1345, 1346 (1998) (mem.)
(quotation omitted). In determining whether a zoning amendment is spot zoning, the court must
consider: “(1) whether the use of the affected parcel is very different from the prevailing use of
other parcels in the area; (2) whether the area of the parcel is small; (3) whether the classification
is for the benefit of the community or only to provide a specific advantage to a particular
Jandowner; and (4) whether the change in the zoning classification complies with the
municipality’s plan.” Id. at 611, 708 A.2d at 1346. We will not, however, interfere with
municipal zoning, “unless it clearly and beyond dispute is unreasonable, irrational, arbitrary or
discriminatory.” In_re Letourneau, 168 Vt. 539, 544, 726 A.2d 31, 35 (1998) (“[Z]oning
ordinances are presumed valid.”). Here, the Environmental Court found that the amendment did
not amount to spot zonjng under any of the criteria enumerated in Granger. The court found that
the removal of the 175% limitation allowed more parcels, including the one owned by Hartland,
to be converted to residential use in residential zoning districts. The amendment, therefore, did
not incite anomalous use but instead allowed the use of such parcels to become more similar to
current residential uses in those districts. The court further determined that the amendment had -
the potential to affect numerous parcels in the medium-density residential district’ and decided
that the land area of the potentially affected parcels was not small. The court also acknowledged
that, while Hartland’s proposal prompted the amendment, the removal of the limitation applied
generally in the medium-density residential districts and would benefit other properties in
addition to Hartland’s. Finally, the court found that the amendment complied with the city’s
‘municipal plan by encouraging an increase in residential development through the adaptive reuse
of existing structures and gradually reducing nonconforming uses in the City, See 2001
Burlington Municipal Development Plan, IV-1, 6 (Historic Preservation), [X-12 (Housing Action
Plan); see also In re Casella Waste Megmt., Inc., 2003 VT 49, § 9, 175 Vt. 335, 830 A.2d 60
(“One of the primary goals of zoning is to gradually eliminate nonconforming uses.”),
Landowners have failed to establish that the amen8ment to the ordinance—which was adopted
only after public hearings before both the Burlington Planning Commission and City Council—is

4 Hartland’s evidence showed that the amendment would potentially affect forty-nine
properties. Landowners contest this aumber, but do not contest that the amendment applied to at

least fifteen to twenty properties across the City.
' 6
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unreasonable, let alone unconstitutional spot zoning, in light of the goals of the adaptive-reuse
provision of the ordinance. .

{17. As a final matter, we briefly address landowners’ argument that the proposed
project does not relate harmoniously to the surrounding environment as required by § 6.1.10(a)
of the zoning ordinance. The Environmental Court carefully considered the design of the project,
and determined that “[tJhe proposed development relaies appropriately to its context.” It thus
concluded that the project met the requirements of the ordinance. We are directed to nothing in
the record that would allow us to conclude otherwise, and we therefore affirm the court’s

decision. See V.R.A.P. 28(a)(4); King v. Gorezyk, 2003 VT 34,921 n.5, 175 Vt. 220, 825 A2d

16,
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Traffic Division

FY 2015

Total Incremental Revenues from Rate Adjustments

REQUESTED FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015

Parking Garage Rate Increases $8.00 to $10.00 max $12.00 max MPG

Based on fy2013 actual transient traffic
Allows for 15% rate shock

Courtyard Marriott 1/2 daily rate for overnight guests
Increase from $4.00 per guest to $5.00 per guest
Incremental Revenue....

Hotel Vermont 1/2 daily rate for overnight guests
Increase from $4.00 per guest to $5.00 per guest
Incremental Revenue....

Increase Parking Garage Monthly Leases by $5.00/month
5 day $75.00/month goes to $80.00/month
6 day $90.00/month goes to $95.00/month
Incremental Revenue....

Increase Parking Meter fees by $.25/ hour
From $1.00/hour to $1.25/hour
Incremental Revenue

Move to 1 hour free parking Marketplace only, $12.00 max MPG

Incremental Increase
less 15% rate shock
Net increment.....

$587,085.00

Extend Meter Enforcement time Downtown Core 281 meters

From 8am - 6pm to 8am - 10pm
Incremental Revenue....

Sunday Noon to 6pm On Street Meters
New Revenue

Replace 10 hour meters with 3 hour meters
Incremental Revenue Do not do

Staff Marketplace Garage Sundays Noon to 8pm
Two Attendants and Benefits Expense
Additional Revenue Generated
Net new Revenue......
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$28,600
$71,515

FY 2015
Proposed

Approved

$314,134

$27,300

$22,500

$27,540

$311,400

$499,022.00

$195,576

$137,850

$157,992

$42,915




Traffic Division

FY 2015

Total Incremental Revenues from Rate Adjustments

REQUESTED FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015
Automated Lane at Marketplace Garage 24/7
Cost of Equipment $23,888 + Electrical $10,000
Electronic Signage
Additional Security 12midnite-8am
Total Expense....
Savings in 2 attendanst 40 hours + benefits
A dditional revenue after closing
45 vehicles x $4.00 x 290 days.....
Net Savings......... year 1

Meter Hood Program Increase by $5.00
9000 bag days x $5.00

Add Meters in gaps downtown
35 meters @ $4.00 x 290 days x 40% occupancy
Instalation, cases, poles etc @ $225/meteer
Repurpose heads from pilots Net.....

Pay by Cell Phone
Conservatively increase by 3% of meter revenue

Raise Ticket Fines by $5.00 last time raised

Fy2013 paid tickets 33,351 x $5.0
Fines raised in fy2013 from $12.00 to $15.00
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-$33,500
-$5,000
-$55,680
-5$94,180
$89,840

$52,200

$86,360

$16,240
$7,875

FY 2015
Proposed

Approved

$47,860

$45,000

$8,365

$36,000

$ 166,755




BURLINGTON DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION
MINUTES, March 19, 2014
645 Pine Street
(DVD of meeting on file at DPW)

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Bob Alberry, Tiki Archambeau, Asa Hopkins, Nathan Lavery (Chair),
Solveig Overby, Jeffrey Padgett and Mark Porter (Vice Chair)

Commissioner Lavery called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

ITEM 1 - AGENDA

Commissioner Alberry moved to remove Item 3.20 (Colchester Ave Taxicab Stand Removal) from the
Consent Agenda. The original requestor had asked for a delay. This item will appear on the April 2014
agenda. The motion was seconded and the vote unanimous.

ITEM 2 - PUBLIC FORUM — No one came forward.

ITEM 3 - CONSENT AGENDA (Refer to Commission Packet)
3.10 28 King St Parking Meter Addition
e “Staff reccommends that the Commission approves the installation of a parking
meter on the north side of King St in the parking space in front of 28 King St.”
3.30  Spring St at Intervale Ave Parking Request
e “Staff recommends the Commission adopt a parking prohibition on the west side
of Intervale Ave starting at the corner of Spring St and extending 53 feet south on
Intervale Ave.”
3.40  North Champlain St 15-Minute Parking Request
e “Staff recommends that the Commission: 1) Adopt a 20-foot abbreviated “No
Parking Here to Corner” on the east side of No Champlain St just north of Peru
St; and 2) Adopt 2, 15-minute parking spaces, 8:00 am and 8:00 pm every day,
just north of the revised “No Parking Here to Corner” restriction proposed
above.”
Commissioner Alberry moved to accept staff recommendations; Commissioner Porter seconded.
Unanimous.

ITEM 4 — CLIFF STREET SIDEWALK PROJECT UPDATE

(Communication, Guillermo Gomez, Engineer) (Refer to Commission packet)

Construction of a sidewalk along CIiff Street and small bump-out at Summit Street for pedestrian crossing
are expected to take place during the 2014 construction season. Mr. Gomez presented and explained the
details of the proposed concept in this second of two public meetings. The design presented tonight was
different from the design presented at the Ward 6 NPA meeting.

Several residents were in attendance to give input. (The sign-in sheet will be kept with the meeting’s
documents. To listen to public comments, go to the following link: www.cctv.org.)

Due to the thoroughness of Mr. Gomez’s presentation and additional comments and concerns, the
Commission and DPW staff agreed to extend the proposed deadline for public comments (initially set for
today), to Monday, March 31, 2014.

Members of the public requested a meeting with the city arborist Warren Spinner who is working with
Mr. Gomez in the area of tree/limb removal and tree replacement for this project. Mr. Gomez will
forward this request to Mr. Spinner.

Mr. Gomez added that the grant does not include funds for future traffic calming needs.

Concerns raised by the commissioners include the 1-on-1 slope on a 16% grade, and maintenance on the
2-on-1 slope between the sidewalk and side of the road (Commissioner Padgett); storm water

1
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(Commissioners Padgett and Overby); maintenance and maneuverability of the slope in inclement
weather (Overby). The Commission took a short break while the public left.

ITEM 5 -PARKLET PILOT PROJECT

(Communication, Chapin Spencer, Director) (Refer to Commission packet)

2014 BTV Goal: Operate a parklet pilot project for the 2014 season to test the viability of, and the
community support for, seasonal parklets in the City of Burlington. The concept would be to transform a
few on-street parking spaces into public spaces for pedestrian activity for a one-year pilot project (mid-
May to mid-October).

Additional steps recommended by the City Attorney’s office will be included in “Appendix C.” Attorney
Gene Bergman is directing DPW in determining the selection of the parklets’ locations and how to charge
for the lost parking spaces.

Director Spencer is asking for the Commission’s conceptual approval to support further development of
the pilot project. The pilot project would then be brought before the City Council in April for approval,
then return to the April Commission meeting to determine the exact language needed for Appendix C in
the Ordinance (the Commission has authorization to change Appendix C).

Comments/concerns voiced by the commissioners: Location of the parklets; parklets being utilized more
by businesses than the public; suggestion to start with only one (1) parklet this year; constraints that the
parking study may present once the study is completed; clarification of wording around table service;
possible impact on parking availability; businesses next door to the parklets in favor of their neighbor’s
parklet; loitering; assuring geographic diversity in parklet placement; avoiding parklet placement at
accessible parking spaces or loading zones; suggestion of using a designated symbol (art? an object?) for
easy public identification/marketing.

Commissioner Overby moved to allow the continued exploration/development of the Parklet Pilot
Project; Commissioner Hopkins seconded. Commissioner Alberry added that DPW’s questions and
concerns be considered.

Six (6) commissioners voted in favor; one (1) was opposed (Commissioner Archambeau; he is concerned
about private interests with public space and not knowing where the parklets would be located). The
motion carries.

ITEM 6 — FINALIZE COMMISSION WORKPLAN (Communication, Chapin Spencer, Director)
(Refer to Commission Packet)

The workplan will help the Commission focus on their vision when addressing the issues that come
before them. By meeting their objectives, their goals (standards) will be met.

The Commission will utilize the Workplan at their April meeting and requested that the appropriate
goal(s) be matched up with each Agenda item.

Commissioner Lavery suggested replacing the word “each” for “one” under Goal #1, Objective 1-C.
Commissioner Archambeau moved to adopt the Commission statement and workplan; Commissioner
Alberry seconded. Unanimous.

Objective 1-A under Goal #1 (Finalize Commission workplan for FY’14-FY’15) has been met!

ITEM 7 - MINUTES: DECEMBER 18, 2013 & FEBRUARY 19, 2014 (Refer to Commission packet)
Minutes of December 18, 2013: Commissioner Porter moved to accept the minutes; Commissioner
Alberry seconded. Commissioners Alberry, Lavery, Overby and Padgett, who had been at the December
meeting, concurred.

Minutes of February 19, 2014: Commissioner Hopkins moved to accept the minutes; Commissioner
Archambeau seconded. Commissioners Alberry and Overby abstained from voting; the other
Commissioners voted in favor.
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ITEM 8 - DIRECTOR’S REPORT (Chapin Spencer, Director)

(Refer to Commission packet)

DPW staff is preparing for a sidewalk project on Flynn Ave. The Commissioners determined that a DPW
Commission meeting would not be the most appropriate forum for a public meeting on this project.
Director Spencer recommended that the commissioners review the Memorandum he e-mailed to them
concerning the Commission’s authority.

ITEM 9 — COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS
Commissioner Hopkins: Last month’s discussion of sidewalk capital planning was supposed to have been
continued at this meeting but was not on this month’s agenda. Director Spencer stated that the discussion
will be continued at the April meeting.
Commissioner Overby: Commended DPW for the Pine St flashing pedestrian signals.
Commissioner Alberry: Asked whether DPW is considering installing a flashing beacon crossing at
Willard and CIiff St during the CIiff St Project. Director Spencer said that that is not in the plan, as there
is already a stop-controlled intersection. The flashing beacons are used for mid-block crossings where
there is no other signage or traffic light to stop traffic.
Commissioner Porter: Commended DPW staff for snow removal efforts over last week’s storm.
Commissioner Archambeau:
- Requested that the intersection of College and South Union St be studied and considered for
possible additional signage to alert drivers to the activity particularly around the YMCA,;
- Manhattan Dr/Ward St intersection. Numerous drivers heading west on Manhattan Dr increase
their speed when entering the north end of Ward St;
- North Champlain St between North and Manhattan Dr, approaching the newly-configured
intersection, drivers not heeding directions in the right lane;
- Pearl St crosswalk near No Champlain St — would like DPW to revisit, as the light is always
blinking and drivers may not realize pedestrians try to cross at that intersection;
- Battery St/Pearl St intersection. Northbound traffic turning onto Pearl St - difficult. Director
Spencer stated that this intersection is going through redesign through the Pearl St corridor study.
Commissioner Padgett: In consideration of Objective 3-D of the Workplan, requested design guidelines
and ordinances to support them, for the Pine St crosswalks and flashing beacons. He has observed some
pedestrians press the button activating the flashing lights and immediately begin to cross before giving
drivers ample opportunity to stop. He is concerned that there are no rules for these crosswalk signs, and
no state guidelines.
Commissioner Lavery: Expressed appreciation for staff’s hard work on snowfighting efforts. Director
Spencer requested a motion or resolution recognizing staff’s efforts.
For future Performance Reports, he would like to see more performance indicators other than financial
(e.g., in the Fiscal Year 2008 Performance Report).

Commissioner Porter proposed the following Resolution: | propose that we congratulate the
snowfighting crowd and staff involved, by having a “Wicked Good Job” resolution passed and pass on
our thanks for what a great job they have done. The Commission unanimously passed the resolution.

ITEM 10 - NEXT MEETING DATE & ADJOURNMENT
The next DPW Commission meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 16, 2014 at 6:30pm.
Commissioner Alberry moved to adjourn at 9:15 p.m.; Commissioner Padgett seconded. Unanimous.

Non-Discrimination
The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious affiliation,
race, color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, veteran status,
disability, HIV positive status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing proper access to services, facilities,
and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative formats, please contact Human Resources Department
at 865-7145.
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INGTO CITY OF BURLINGTON
\)“" N, 7 DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

645 Pine Street, Suite A
— Burlington, VT 05401

802.863.9094 VOICE

'S S 802.863.0466 FAX
Up Lic W el 802.863.0450 TTY

www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw

Chapin Spencer
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS

MISSION STATEMENT:

We steward Burlington’s infrastructure and environment
by delivering efficient, effective and equitable public services

DEPARTMENTAL GOALS:

Goal #1: Operational Excellence
Goal #2: Exemplary Customer Service
Goal #3: Culture of Innovation

DRAFT COMMISSION FY’14 - FY’15 WORKPLAN:

Goal #1: Operational Excellence
Objective 1-A: Finalize Commission workplan for FY’14 - FY’15
Objective 1-B: Establish department-wide key performance indicators
Objective 1-C: Develop sustainable capital plans for at least one asset group
Objective 1-D: Oversee development of an annual performance report

Goal #2: Exemplary Customer Service
Objective 2-A: Establish key performance indicators for customer service
Objective 2-B: Ensure high degree of public access to the Commission and its work

Goal #3: Forge a Culture of Innovation
Objective 3-A: Partner with staff in vetting and advancing new ways of delivering our
services
Objective 3-B: Offer each Commissioner an opportunity to learn about policy and
governance issues related to our mission
Objective 3-C: Implement downtown parking pilot projects
Objective 3-D: Vet and advance adoption of new transportation design guides

Approved by the Public Works Commission on 3-19-14

Non-Discrimination

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious
affiliation, race, color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital
status, veteran status, disability, HIV positive status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing
proper access to services, facilities, and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative
formats, please contact Human Resources Department at 865-7145.
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CITY OF BURLINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

645 Pine Street, Suite A
Post Office Box 849

Burlington, VT 05402-0849
802.863,6351. VOX.
802.863.0466 FAX
802.863.0450 TTY
www.dpw.ci.burlington.vt.us

William P. Burns
Traffic:Foreman

To:  Burlington Public Works Commission
From: Billy Burns, Traffic Foreman
Re: Landscaping Services 2014

On March 31, 2014, at 12:00 p.m. The Burlington Public Works Traffic Department
opened the Landscaping Quotes for the 2014 summer season. Public Works had
requested quotes for Landscaping Services for the City flowerbeds for one season of
service.

The Traffic Department sent the Request for Landscaping Services to six companies in
the area and the Burlington Parks and Recreation Department.

We received one quote back.
Pinnacle Properties total quote was $23.275.00

We worked with Pinnacle Properties last year and they do quality work in a timely
manner. We will offer the contract to Pinnacle Properties.

Last year’s winning quote was $23,275.00

Thank you.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
This material is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. To request an
accommodation, please call 802.863.9094 (voice) or 802.863.0450 (TTY).
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CITY OF BURLINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

645 Pine Street, Suite A
Post Office Box 849
Burlington, VT 05402-0849
802.863.6351 OX.
802.863.0466 FAX
802.863.0450 TTY
www.dpw.ci.burlingfon.vt.us

William P. Burns
Traffic Fereman

To:  Burlington Public Works Commission
From: Billy Burns, Traffic Foreman
Re: Pavement Marking Bid 2014

On March 31, 2014 at 12:00p.m. Burlington Public Works Traffic Department opened
the Pavement Marking Bids for 2014. Public Works had requested bids for Long Line
Painting and Stencil Painting.

Item Description:

14,590 linear feet of 4” white painted parking lanes.

8,565 linear feet of 4” white painted fog lines.

41,472 linear feet of 6” white painted bike lanes.

2,275 linear feet of 6” double yellow contra flow lane.

16,559 linear feet of 4” double yellow center lane line.

We also asked for 190 stencils to be painted.

The Traffic Department sent the request for Pavement Marking Services to four
companies: We received two bids back.

L&D Safety Markings Corp. total bid was $13,517.33
Marking Inc. total bid was $32,482.95

L&D Safety Markings Corp. was the lowest bidder. We have previously worked L&D and
they do quality work in a timely manner. We will offer the contract to L&D Safety
Markings.

Last year’'s winning quote was $12,987.14

Thank you.

AnEqual Opportunity Employer-
This matenial is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. To request an
accommodation, please call 802.863.9094 (voice) or 802.863.0450 (TTY).
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STREET SWEEPING
ZONE A N

**PLEASE MOVE ALL BASKETBALL HOOPS OFF THE SIDE OF THE
ROAD FOR SWEEPING**

S

CLEAN SWEEP

is coming to North Avenue
East Side Only! /s that your
neighborhood?

From 10:00 PM, Wednesday, April 30, 2014
until 7:00 Am, Thursday, May 1, 2014 cars
must be off all HIGHLIGHTED streets on this
map. Any car not off these streets will be
towed at owner’s expense ($125). Parking |
ban lights will be on. ’

Free parking will be available at the following city lots
from 10:00 PM, April 30, 2014 till 8:00 AM, May 1, 2014:
Cherry Street Garage (Macy’s- 45 Cherry St), College Street Garage"
(Hilton), South Winooski Ave Garage (Marketplace).

1
Your cooperation will make it possible for Public Works to do a great ‘I
job in sweeping the streets of your neighborhood!

Any Questions? Please call 658-7669 or 863-9094 or visit our website
at www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw

*ONLY STREETS THAT ARE
HIGHLIGHTED WILL BE SWEPT

EAST SIDE ONLY OF NORTH AVE ONLY - .NOT BOTH SIDES



STREET SWEEPING

ZONE B
CLEAN SWEEP

is coming to Ndrth Avenue - West Side Only!
Is that your neighborhood?

From 10:00 PM, Thursday, May 1, 2014 until

7:00 AM. Friday, May 2, 2014 cars must be off

all HIGHLIGHTED streets on this map. Any car not off
these streets will be towed at owner’s expense ($1 25).
Parking ban lights will be on.

Free parking will be available at the following

city lots from 10:00 PM, May 1, 2014 till

8:00 AM, May 2, 2014: Cherry Street Garage

(Macy’s - 45 Cherry St), College Street
Garage (Hilton), South Winooski Ave Garage

_ (Marketplace).

Your cooperation will make

it possible for Public Works
to do a great job in

sweeping the streets of

, your neighborhood!

Any Questions? Please call 658-7669
or 863-9094 or visit our website at
www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw

*ONLY STREETS THAT ARE **PLEASE MOVE ALL BASKETBALL HOOPS
HIGHLIGHTED WILL BE SWEPT OFF THE SIDE OF THE ROAD

FOR SWEEPING**
WEST SIDE OF NORTH AVE - NOT BOTH SIDES



N
SR STREET SWEEPING @
(w> ZONE F A

sric wor* **PLEASE MOVE ALL BASKETBALL HOOPS OFF THE SIDE OF 'S
THE ROAD FOR SWEEPING**

<
g >
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>
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=
5
=
«ONLY STREETS THAT ARE
SWE E SWEPT
CLEAN SWEEP HIGHLIGHTED WILL B

(SEE BACK FOR STREET LISTING)

is coming to The Downtown area! /s that your neighborhood?

Erom 12:00 AM, Sunday, May 4, 2014 until 7:00 AM, Monday, May 5, 2014 cars must be
off All HIGHLIGHTED streets on this map. Any car not off these streets will be towed
at owner’s expense ($125). Parking ban lights will be on.

Free parking will be available at the following city lots from 410:00 PM, May 4, 2014 till
8:00 AM, May 5, 2014: Cherry Street Garage (Macy’s - 45 Cherry St), College Street
Garage (Hilton), South Winooski Garage (Marketplace).

Your cooperation will make it possible for Public Works to do a great job in sweeping
the streets of your neighborhood!

Any Questions? Please call 658-7669 or 863-9094 or visit our website at
www.burlingtonvt.gov/dgw (See Reverse side for street listings)
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Zone-F

83

Adams Street St Paul Street South Winooski Ave.
Bank Street Pine Street South Winooski Ave
Battery Street Do Pearl Street Maple Street
Bradley Street South Union Street South Willard Street
Browns Court King Street End of Street
Buell Street South Winooski Ave South Willard Street
Center Street _____College Street [ Bank Street
Cherry Street Battery Street South Winooski Ave
Church Street Main Street Adams Street
Clark Street - Pear] Street Grant Street
College Street Lake Street South Willard Street
Elmwood Ave Pearl Street Peru Street
George Street Pearl Street Peru Street
Grant Street Elmwood Ave North Union Street
Hungerford Terr Pearl Street College Street
Johnson Street Monroe Street Peru Street

| Kilburn Street Pine Street St Paul St i
King Street King Street Dock South Union Street
Lafayette Place n Pearl Street End of Street
Lake Street Main Street Depot Street
Maple Street Lavalley Lane South Willard Street
Main Street = & Battery Street South Willard Street
Monroe Street Park Street George Street
North Champlain Street Pearl Street Peru Street
North Winooski Ave - Grant Street Pearl Street
Orchard Terr _ L Pearl Street End of Street ( co-op)
Park Street Sherman Street ] Pearl Street
Pearl Street Battery Street | South Willard Street
Peru Street Elmwood Ave | North Champlain Street
Pine Street Pearl Street Cherry Street
Pine Street Bank Street f Kilburn Street |
Sherman Street ﬁ North Champlain Street End of Street
South Champlain Street College Street End of Street
South Union Street Pearl Street ____ Maple Street
South Willard St (both sides) Pearl Street Maple Street
South Winooski Ave o= Pearl Street Adams Street
St Paul Street Pearl Street Ch Street
St Paul Street Adams Street




STREET SWEEPING

(ﬁ"f&) ZONE G

NSMlp/  CLEAN SWEEP

is coming to The Old North End!
Is that your neighborhood?

From 10:00 PM, Monday, May 5, 2014 until

7:00 AM, Tuesday, May 6, 2014 cars must be off
all HIGHLIGHTED streets on this map:

/\ 3 e
(/4{“ +*pLEASE MOVE ALL BASKETBALL HOOPS OFF THE SIDE OF
THE ROAD FOR SWEEPING** :

IMSOONIM HIYON

“ONLY STREETS THAT ARE
HIGHLIGHTED WILL BE SWEPT
(SEE BACK FOR STREET LISTING)

Any car not off these streets will be towed at owner’s expense ($125).
Parking ban lights will be on.

Free parking will be available at the following city lots from 10:00 PM,
May 5, 2014 till 8:00 AM, May 6, 2014: Cherry Street Garage (Macy’s -

45 Cherry St), College Street Garage (Hilton), South Winooski Garage
‘ (Marketplace).

Your cooperation will make it possible for Public Works to do a great
job in sweeping the streets of your neighborhood!

Any Questions? Please call 658-7669 or 863-9094 or visit our website

at WWW.burlingtonvt.govldgw (See reverse side for a list of streets to
be swept)
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Allen Street Elmwood Ave Murray Street
Archibald Street North Willard Street Spring Street
Berry Street North Ave Lakeview Terr
Blodgett Street Ward Street North Street
Booth Street North Street Loomis Street
Bright Street Riverside Ave Archibald Street
Canfield Street North Ave Lakeview Terr
Cedar Street Elmwood Ave North Champlain Street
Charles Street North Willard Street Russell Street
Cloarec Court Intervale Ave End of Street
Convent Sq. North Ave Washington Street
Converse Court Hickok Place End of Street
Crombie Street North Winooski Ave Intervale Ave
Crowley Street North Ave End of Street
Decatur Street North Winooski Ave Intervale Ave
Depot Street Parking Lot Lake Street
Drew Street Ward Street North Street
Elmwood Ave Spring Street Grant Street
Front Street North Street End of Street
Green Street Loomis Street Pearl Street
Haswell Street North Ave Lakeview Terr
Hickok Place North Union Street Isham Street
Hyde Street North Street North Willard St
Intervale Ave North Street Manhattan Drive
Isham Street Loomis Street Hickok Place
Lafountain Street Manhattan Drive North Street
Lake Street Depot Street To Stop Sign
Lakeview Terr Berry Street Burlington College Parking Lot
Loomis Street North Union Street North Willard Street
Luck Street Intervale Ave St Louis Street
Manhattan Drive Washington Street Imtervale Ave
Murray Street North Street Peru Street
Myrtle Street North Champlain Street Park Street
North Ave Sherman Street Convent Sq
North Champlain Street Manhattan Drive Peru Street
North Street North Willard Street North Ave
North Union Street Pear] Street North Winooski Ave
North Winooski Ave Riverside Ave Grant Street
Oak Street Manhattan Drive Intervale Ave %
Park Street Manhattan Drive Sherman Street
Pitkin Street Manhattan Drive North Street ]
Pomeroy Street North Willard Street Hyde Street
Poplar Street North Champlain Street Park Street
Riverside Ave Hyde Street Intervale Ave
Rose Street Manhattan Drive North Street
Russell Street Charles Street North Street B
School Street Loomis Street Hyde Street

| Spring Street Intervale Ave Manhattan Drive
St Louis Street Manhattan Drive Oak Street
St Louis Street Willow Street Archibald Street
St Mary Street Willow Street Manhattan Drive
Strong Street Pitkin Street North Ave *‘
Summer Street Front Street Park Street
Sunset Court North Ave End of Street
Voltz Street Manhattan Drive End of Street
Walnut Street Manhattan Drive Spring Street
Ward Street Manhattan Drive North Ave
Washington Street Manhattan Drive North Ave
Willow Street Walnut Street Intervale Ave j

Zone- G
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STREET SWEEPING
ZONE D

STREET

2
5‘:. ROBINSO
£ . P AR Kw AY
HENDERSON

'. TERRACE

(Ea—

BLiC \HO“‘%

*ONLY STREETS THAT ARE
HIGHLIGHTED WILL BE SWEPT
(SEE BACKFOR STREET LISTING)

o +*pLEASE MOVE ALL BASKETBALL HOOPS
OFF THE SIDE OF THE ROAD FOR SWEEPING**

ANYNGIIHS

133418

CLEAN SWEEP

is coming to The Hill Section!
Is that your neighborhood?

From 10:00 PM, Tuesday, May 6, 2014
until 7:00 AM, Wednesday, May 7, 2014
cars must be off all HIGHLIGHTED
streets on this map. Any car not off these
streets will be towed At owner’s expense

($125). Parking ban lights will be on.

133¥1S  INYNGTIHS

0:00 PM, May 6,

ilable at the following city lots from 1
2014: Cherry Street Garage (Macy’s — 45 Cherry St),
South Winooski Garage (Marketplace).

Free parking will be ava
2014 till 8:00AM, May 7,
College Street Garage (Hilton),

Your cooperation will make it possible for Public Works to do a great job in
sweeping the streets of your neighborhood! :

658-7669 or 863-9094 or visit our website at

Any Questions? Please call
(See reverse side for a list of streets to be swept)

www.burlingtonvt.govldgw

e ——————
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Adams Court 8 Shelburne St End of Street
Adams St South Winooski Ave South Union St
Alfred Street Shelburne St Perotta Place
Bayview Street South Union Street South Willard Street
Beech Street South Union Street South Willard Street
Chestnut Terrace Glenn Rd End of Street
Chittenden Dr South Willard Street Deforest Heights
CIiff Street South Union Street South Prospect Street
Clymer Street Shelburne St End of Street
Crescent Rd Glenn Rd South Prospect Street
Crescent Terrace Crescent Rd End of Street
Deforest Heights Deforest Rd End of Street
Deforest Road South Willard Street Overlake Pkwy
Edgewood Lane Ledge Rd End of Street
Fairmount Street Prospect Pkwy Rice High School
Glenn Rd South Street End of Street
Harrington Terrace Maple Street End of Street
Henderson Terrace South Prospect Street End of Street
Hillcrest Rd Crescent Rd Ledge Rd

Holt Street Fairmount Street South Street
Hoover Street Shelburne Rd Redstone Terr
Howard Street South Winooski Ave South Willard Street
Iranistan Rd Ledge Rd Chittenden Dr
Jackson Court South Willard Street Harrington Terr
Juniper Terr Summit Street End of Street
Kingsland Terr South Union Street End of Street
Ledge Rd Shelburne St South Prospect Street
Ludwig Court Hoover Street End of Street
Maple Street South Willard Street South Prospect Street
Mount View Court Crescent Rd End of Street
Overlake Park CIiff Street End of Street
Perrotta Place Hoover Street Alfred Street
Prospect Parkway Shelburne St South Prospect Street
Robinson Parkway South Prospect Street South Prospect Street
Shelburne St East Side Only

South Prospects Street Main Street End of Street by Rice
South Street Prospects Pkwy Holt Street
South Union Street Shelburne St Maple Street
South Willard Street Shelburne St Maple Street
Spruce Street South Winooski Ave South Willard St.
Summit Ridge CIiff Street End of Street
Summit Street Main Street Overlake Park
Tower Terrace South Willard St End of Street
Woodcrest Lane Crescent Rd End of Street

Zone- D
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STREET SWEEPING
ZONE E

CLEAN SWEEP

a3 o

od0R

is coming to The University Area! /s that your
neighborhood?

From 10:00 PM, Wednesday, May 7, 2014 until 7:00 AM,
Thursday, May 8, 2014 cars must be off all HIGHLIGHTED
streets on this map:

1S Pronta UbRN

N
e URT
GITeRE= ++pLEASE MOVE ALL

e BILODEA BASKETBALL HOOPS OF!

THE SIDE OF THE ROAD

2 FOR SWEEPING**

2 °““\.“IG'I'()"' vy
N | == )

*ONLY STREETS THAT ARE w“e s
HIGHLIGHTED WILL BE SWEPT

(SEE BACK FOR STREET LISTING)

Any car not off these streets will be towed
At owner’s expense ($125). Parking ban lights will be on.

Free parking will be available at the following city lots from 10:00 PM,
May 7, 2014 till 8:00 AM, May 8, 2014: Cherry Street Garage (Macy’s -
45 Cherry St), College Street Garage (Hilton), South Winooski Garage

‘(Marketplace)-

Your cooperation will make it possible for Public Works to do a great
job in sweeping the streets of your neighborhood!

Any Questions? Please call 658-7669 or 863-9094 or visit our website
at www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw (See reverse side for a list of streets to
be swept)
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Zone-E
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Adsit Ct. North Willard Street End of Street
Archibald Street North Willard Street North Prospect Street
Barrett Street Colchester Ave Chase Street
Bilodeau Court East Ave End of Street
Bilodeau Pkwy Bilodeau Ct Bilodeau Ct.
Brookes Ave North Willard Street North Prospect Street

| Case Pkwy East Ave End of Street

| Chase Street Colchester Ave Barrett Street
Colchester Ave North/South Prospect Street Winooski Bridge
College Street South Willard Street South Prospect Street
Colonial Sq Pomeroy Street North Prospect Street
East Ave Main Street Colchester Ave
Fletcher Place Colchester Ave End of Street
Germain Street Pomeroy Archibald Street |
Grove Street Chase Street City Line
Henry Street North Willard Street North Prospect Street
Highgrove Court North Street End of Street
Hildred Drive Hillside Terr Hillside Terr
Hillside Terr Riverside Ave Riverside Ave
Latham Court Colchester Ave End of Street
Loomis Street North Willard Street Mansfield Ave
Main Street South Willard Street Jug Handle
Mansfield Ave Colchester Ave North Street
Mill Street Colchester Ave Pump Station
Nash Place Colchester Ave End of Street
North Prospect St Pear] Street Riverside Ave
North Street North Willard Street Mansfield Ave |
North Willard St Pearl Street Hyde Street
North Williams St Pearl Street Brookes Ave.
Pear] Street South Willard Street South Prospect Street
Pomeroy Street North Willard Street Colonial Sq
Prospect Hill North Prospect Street End of Street
Riverside Ave North Prospect Street Winooski Bridge
South Prospect St Main Street Pearl Street
South Willard Main Street Pearl Street (both sides)
South Williams St Main Street Pearl Street
Thibault Pkwy Colchester Ave End of Street
University Place Main Street Colchester Ave
University Terr Main Street End of Street
Weston Street Loomis Street Henry Street
Wilson Street North Prospect Street Mansfield Ave =




STREET SWEEPING
ZONE C

CLEAN SWEEP

is coming to The Southend!
Is that your neighborhood?

IMSOONIN
™0

From 10:00 PM, Thursday, May 8, 2014
until 7:00 AM, Friday, May 9, 2014 cars
must be off all HIGHLIGHTED streets

on this map:

*ONLY STREETS THAT ARE
HIGHLIGHTED WILL BE SWEPT
(SEE BACK EOR STREET LISTING)

Any car not off these streets

will be towed at owner’s

expense ($1 25). Parking ban = M ’
lights will be on. @

the following city lots from 10:00 PM,
2014 at the Cherry Street Garage
College Street Garage (Hilton), South Winooski

Free parking will be available at
May 8, 2014 till 8:00 AM, May 9,
(Macy’s - 45 Cherry St),
Garage (Marketplace).

| make it possible for Public Works to do a great

Your cooperation wil
neighborhood!

job in sweeping the streets of your

Any Questions? Please call 658-7669 or 863-9094 or visit our website

~at www.burlingtonvt.govldpw (See reverse side for a list of streets to
be swept)
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O
Birchcliff Pkwy

Zone C

91

Alder Lane Cherry Lane
Arthur Court Queen City Park Road End of Street
Austin Drive Industrial Pkwy South Cove Drive
Batchedler Morse Place Home Ave
Birchcliff Pkwy Shelburne Street Pine Street
Bittersweet Lane Birchcliff Pkwy Cherry Lane
Briggs Street Flynn Ave Morse Place
Caroline Street Howard Street Locust Street
Catherine Street St Paul Street Locust Terr
Central Ave Lakeside Ave Harrison Ave
Charlotte Street Catherine Street Locust Street
Cherry Lane Birchcliff Pkwy Linden Terr
Conger Ave Lakeside Ave Harrison Ave
Dunder Road Austin Drive End of Street
| Eastman Way South Cove End of the Street
Elm Terr South Winooski Ave End of Street
Ferguson Ave Shelburne Street Briggs Street
Flynn Ave Shelburne Street ) Oakledge Park Gate
Foster Street Flynn Ave Home Ave
Golden Place Howard Street End of Street
Gove Court Shelburne Street End of Street
Harrison Ave Proctor Ave End of Street
Hayward Street j Marble Ave Catherine Street
Home Ave Shelburne Street Industrial Pkwy
Howard Street St Paul Street Pine Street
Industrial Pkwy Home Ave Queen City Park Road
Lakeside Ave Pine Street Central Ave
Ledgemere Street Margaret Street End of Street
Linden Terr Birchcliff Pkwy Cherry Lane
| Locust Street Shelburne Road Pine Street
Locust Terr Catherine Street Locust Street
Lyman Ave Shelburne Street Briggs Street
Marble Ave St Paul Street Pine Street
Margaret Street Ledgemere Street Caroline Street
Marian Street Shelburne Street Ledgemere Street
Morse Place Richardson Street Briggs Street
Oak Beach Dr (Not Flynn Ave Austin Drive
including the loo
Pine Place T St Paul Street Pine Street
Pine Street Kilburn Queen City Park Road
Proctor Ave Wright Ave Harrison Ave
ueue City Park Road Shelburne Road Industrial Pkwy
Richardson Street Flynn Ave Home Ave
Scarff Ave Shelburne Street Richardson Street
Sears Lane Pine Street End of Street
| Shelburne St ﬁ‘ St. Paul Street Queen City Park Road |
South Cove Road Austin Drive Austin Drive
South Crest Drive Home Ave Pine Street
Southwind Drive Oak Beach Drive Oak Beach Drive
South Winooski Ave Adams St St Paul St
| Spruce Ct b Spruce St End of Street
St. Paul Street Kilburn Shelburne Street
Wells Street Flynn Ave Home Ave
Wright Ave Conger Ave End of Street




